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YEAR THREE ANNUAL REPORT

The Special Issues Analysis Center (SIAC), as a technical support center, provides assistance
to the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs (OBEMLA), U.S.
Department of Education (ED). The purpose of the SIAC is to support OBEMLA in carrying
out its mission to serve the needs of limited English proficient students. In this role, the
SIAC carries out data analysis, research, and other assistance to inform OBEMLA decision-
making. These activities are authorized under the Bilingual Education Act of 1988, Public
Law 100-297.

The responsibilities of the SIAC are comprised of a variety of tasks. These tasks include
data entry and database development, data analysis and reporting, database management
design, design of project accountability systems, and policy-related research and special
issues papers. This report describes activities carried out by the SIAC in Year Three. A full
list of SIAC products for all three years of operation is presented in the Appendix.

This Annual Report consists of seven volumes, which include the overview report on the
SIAC activities in Year Three plus six additional volumes. These volumes present copies of
selected reports submitted to OBEMLA by the SIAC in the past year, including copies of all
task order reports submitted. The contents of each volume are outlined below:

Volume I: Overview of SIAC activities in Year Three;

Volume II: Copies of Short Turnaround Reports (STRs) based on analyses of Title VII
application data and other data related to LEP students;

Volume III: The SEA Report/Task Seven;

Volume IV: Task Order 12 and Task Order 13 Reports;
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to summarize the information submitted by State Educational

Agencies (SEAs) on the Survey of States' Limited English Proficient Persons and Available

Educational Services (SEA Survey) for the 1993-94 school year.

The SEA Survey is specifically authorized by Section 7032(b) of the Bilingual Education

Act (20 U.S.C. 3302) and SEA Program regulations (34 CFR 548.10). The explicit purpose of

the SEA Survey is to collect information on the number of limited English proficient (LEP)

persons in the state and the educational services provided or available to them. The results of

this annual data collection activity are used to inform Congress and the U.S. Department of

Education about the size of the LEP population and the services available for LEP persons.

As a result of careful examination and review of each SEA Survey, verification of

potential problem entries with the SEAs, and machine editing procedures, the results presented

in this report provide an accurate portrayal of what the SEAs were reporting in 1993-94.' It

should be noted, however, that these verification and editing exercises did not (and could not)

address many of the concerns raised in a 1991 report to OBEMLA prepared by Atlantic

Resources Corporation about the adequacies of within-state data collection procedures or lack of

shared definitions across SEAs, either of which could lead to substantial inaccuracies.

Enrollment of LEP Students

The number of LEP students enrolled in public and nonpublic schools continued to

increase in 1993-94. The 3,037,922 LEP students in 1993-94 represent an increase of over

400,000 students compared to the prior year, and nearly 1.5 million more LEP students in

'Surveys were received from 47 states, the District of Columbia, American Samoa, the Northern Marianas, Palau,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia, Guam, am Micronesia did not
participate in the SEA program. Unless otherwise noted "state" refers to states, the District of Columbia, and the
territories.
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comparison to data reported for 1986-87, just seven years earlier. As of 1993-94, LEP students

comprised 7 percent of the public school enrollment of students in grades K-12.

California enrolls the largest number of public school LEP students, 1,215,000. More than

one in five of the public school students in the state are LEP, and the state accounts by itself for

about 40 percent of the nation's LEP students. New Mexico identifies 25 percent of its public

school students as LEP students and Alaska. identifies 22 percent; Arizona and Texas each

identify about 12 percent; and eight other states identify between 5 and 7 percent of their public

school students as LEP.

Educational Condition of LEP Students

Lack of full response by the SEAs to the SEA Survey and inadequacies of the SEA

Survey form itself make it difficult to generate a national picture of the educational condition of

LEP students. SEAs reportedly face substantial problems in obtaining data on student

performance classified by LEP status, and such indicators of educational condition as the number

of dropouts also generate definitional problems within and across states. Additionally, SEAs

were apparently uncertain about the intent of some survey questions, and the format of other

questions precluded obtaining sufficient information to interpret responses.

Twenty-three SEAs, which enroll a total of 440,523 LEP students, indicated that 11,101

LEP students, which is about 2.5 percent of the LEP students in those states, were retained in

grade during 1993-94; 33 SEAs, enrolling 698,248 LEP students, reported 11,861 LEP students,

or about 1.7 percent of their states' LEP students, dropped out during that year.

Data about the performance of LEP students on tests covering academic areas are

particularly questionable because information is provided only about the number of LEP students

who score below state norms. The total number of LEP students tested, the total number eligible

for testing but who were not tested, and other contextual data (such as the basis of the state norm

for those reporting) that are needed to interpret the number of student3 reported are not available.

Results for reading are provided by 40 SEAs, for mathematics by 36 SEAs, for science by 17
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SEAs, and for social studies by 15 SEAs. Those SEAs reported about 339,500 LEP students

scored below state norms in reading, about 183,000 in mathematics, about 38,000 in science, and

28,000 in social studies.

Identifying LEP Students

Who is identified as a LEP student depends on the definition of limited English

proficiency and the method used for assessment. Most of the 47 SEAs that reported a definition

of LEP based it on a combination of a non-English language background and difficulties with

speaking, reading, writing, and/or understanding English. This is not surprising since those

criteria are at the heart of the federal definition of limited English profic: .icy. Non-English

background is cited by 51 SEAs, and problems with speaking, reading, writing, and/or

understanding English are reported to be part of the definition of LEP status in 33 states. In 13

states, the SEA reported that defining LEP students was a local educational agency level concern.

All but one2 of the 55 SEAs that provided information about the tests and other methods

used to identify LEP students in their states indicated that multiple methods were used; with a

range from 0 to, 12 for the 12 methods listed on the SEA Survey. More specifically, 52 SEAs

used home language surveys, 51 used language proficiency tests, 45 used teacher observation,

44 used information from parents and student records, 43 used achievement tests, and 40 or fewer

SEAs used one of the 6 other methods listed on the SEA Survey.

Educational Programs for LEP Students

Nearly 2.4 million LEP students attending public or nonpublic schools were reported to

be enrolled in special programs during the 1993-94 school year designed to meet their

educational needs. Among public school students, 78.5 percent were enrolled in special

programs, and 30.4 percent of nonpublic LEP students were enrolled in special programs.

The largest proportions of LEP students were served in state and local programs, with

those programs reportedly serving about 72 percent of all LEP students. Among federal

2 The Marshall Islands reported that they 'have no definition or criteria for identifying LEP students.'
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programs, Chapter I enrolled about 31 percent of LEP students, special education enrolled about

6 percent, and the Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program enrolled about 11 percent. The State

Survey data suggest that the federal Title VII bilingual education programs enrolled about

352,000 LEP students. State and local bilingual education programs were reported to enroll

1,440,000 students, and ESL-only programs enrolled 757,000 LEP students. The SEAs reported

that about 640,000 public K-12 students, about 22 percent of public LEP students, were not

enrolled in programs to meet their special educational needs during 1993-94.
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1

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to summarize the information submitted by State Educational

Agencies (SEAs) on the Survey of States' Limited English Proficient Persons and Available

Educational Services (SEA Survey) for the 1993-94 school year. Data from earlier years' surveys

are included as appropriate.

Submitting the SEA Survey is required of all SEAs participating in the State Educational

Agency Program of the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs

(OBEMLA), U.S. Department of Education (ED). The State Educational Agency Program (SEA

Program) is authorized by Part B, Title VII (Bilingual Education Act), Augustus F. Hawkins-

Robert T. Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Amendments of 1988, P.L.

100-297.

Part B of the Bilingual Education Act provides for data collection, evaluation, and

research activities. Funds shall be used for--

(1) collecting data on the number of limited English proficient persons
and the services available to such persons,

(2) evaluating the operation and effectiveness of programs assisted
under this subchapter,

(3) conducting research to improve the effectiveness of bilingual
education programs, and

(4) collecting, analyzing, and disseminating data and information on
bilingual education (section 3301).

The SEA Survey is one of the primary methods used to address these points, and it is

specifically authorized by Section 7032(b) of the Bilingual Education Act (20 U.S.C. 3302) and

Report on SEA Survey: 1993-94 Page 1



SEA Program regulations (34 CFR 548.10). The explicit purpose of the SEA Survey is to collect

informatiol on the number of limited English proficient (LEP) persons in the states and the

educational services provided or available to them. The results of this annual data collection

activity are used to inform Congress and the U.S. Department of Education about the size of the

LEP population and the services available for LEP persons.'

Data requirements on the SEA Survey are focused on meeting the legislative mandate.

SEAs must report the number of students and the number of LEP students separately for public

and nonpublic schools. Other data for which the SEAs are responsible for collecting and

reporting include: the methods used by their local educational agencies to determine limited

English proficiency; educational condition of LEP students in terms of grade retention and

dropout rates and relative achievement status of LEP students in math, science, reading, and other

subjects; and the number of LEP students enrolled in special federal or state/local programs. The

SEA Survey form also provides an opportunity. for SEAs to provide explanations for wide (i.e.,

more than 10 percent) fluctuations in LEP enrollment compared to the prior school year. The

1993-94 SEA Survey Form is presented in Appendix D.

SEA Program

ED provides funds to the SEAs to assist them in carrying out the data collection,

aggregation, analysis, and reporting of the data required in the SEA Survey. In addition, other

activities can be carried out as long as the federal assistance supplements and, to the extent

possible, increases the level of funds available for these activities. Other authorized activities

may include:

(1) the planning and development of educational programs such as
those assisted under [the Bilingual Education Act];

3The survey form itself is approved by the Office of Management and Budget with an expiration date of

October 31, 1995.
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(2) the review and evaluation of programs of bilingual education,
including bilingual education programs that are not funded under
[the Bilingual Education Act];

(3) the provision, coordination, or supervision of technical and other
forms of nonfinancial assistance to local educational agencies,
community organizations, and private elementary and secondary
schools that serve limited English proficient persons;

(4) the development and administration of instruments and procedures
for the assessment of the educational needs and competencies of
persons of limited English proficiency;

(5) the training of state and local educational agency staff to carry out
the purposes of [the Bilingual Education Act]; and

(6) other activities and services designed to build the capacity of state
and local educational agencies to serve the educational needs of
persons of limited English proficiency (section 3302(c)).

SEA Program Funding

The SEA Program Was originally authorized as part of the Bilingual Education Act during

reauthorization of the Act in 1974. The amount of the SEA Program grant award for an

individual SEA is based on the amount received by Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) with the

provisions that no SEA can receive more than 5 percent of that amount, on one hand, or less than

$75,000 ($50,000 in FY 1988) on the other. The total amount awarded in the 1988-1994 period

has ranged from about $5.0 million in FY 1988 to about $6.9 million in FY 1994. Most SEAs

(e.g., 42 of the 55 SEA grant recipients in FY 1994) receive the minimum award. Table 1.1

presents the amounts awarded to each participating SEA since F. 1988.
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Table 1.1
Title VII, Part B, Funding to State Educational Agencies (SEAs)

Award Amounts by Fiscal Year

SEA 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Alabama -- 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75.000

Alaska 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Arizona 119,345 176,565 164,718 188,896 209.632 196,477 173,662

Arkansas 75,000 75,000 75.000

California 1,155,982 1,181,902 1,122,895 1,445,012 1,631,542 1 647,769 1,672.039

Colorado 51,567 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 85,009 98,391

Connecticut 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Delaware 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000

District of Columbia 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Florida 99,642 94,039 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Georgia 50.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Hawaii 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 '75,000 75,000 75,000

Idaho 50,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Illinois 106,257 101,484 84.933 116,585 111,536 104,280 119,800

Indiana 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75 000 75,000

Iowa 50,000 65,583 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Kansas 50,000 66,996 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Kentucky 50,000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75.000 75,000 75,000

Louisiana 69,226 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Maine 50.000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Maryland 50,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000

Massachusetts 101,788 88.379 75,000 93.910 124,597 113,947 106.419

Michigan 161,908 107,971 87,075 84,327 86.339 90,117 75,000

Minnesota 50.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Mississippi 51,433 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Missouri 50,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000

Montana 50,200 75,000 75,000 75,030 75,000 75,000 76,397

Nebraska 50,000 75.000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Nevada 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

New Hampshire 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

New Jersey 57,790 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

New Mexico 156,921 174,134 177,426 193,943 207,009 200,926 214.605

New York 704,233 670,725 559,448 666,197 694,788 771,378 709,862

North Carolina 50,000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000

North Dakota 53,760 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Ohio 51.443 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Oklahoma 92,533 117,621 142,919 173,247 231.878 254,507 274,902

Oregon 50.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Pennsylvania -- -- -- --

Rhode Island 50,000 75.000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000

South Carolina -- 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000

South Dakota 50.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Tennessee 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75.000

Texas 117,624 244.468 205,602 263,196 234,575 234,575 252.448

Utah 50.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Vermont 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Virginia -- -- -- -- ... -- _-

Washington 83,330 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75.000

West Virginia -- 75,000 70.400 60.000 __ -- _-

Wisconsin 50.000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Wyoming 50,000 50,000 59,584 62,585 65,744 73,957 74,475

American Samoa 50.000 75,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75.000

F.S. Micronesia 50.000 -- -- -- __ --
a

Guam 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 ..

Marshall Islands -- -- -- -- --
.1

Northern Marianas 50.000 75,000 75,000 75.000 __ 75.000 75,000

Palau/Koror 50,000 75,000 59,584 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000

Puerto Rico 50,000 75,000 75.000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75.000

U.S. Virgin Islands 50,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000 75,000

Overall Total 4,984,992 6,065,167 5,899,584 6,497,898 6,822,740 6,922.942 6,923,000

Source: 1988, 1989, 1990: OBEMLA (1991), p. 28; 1991, 1992, 1993, 1994: GCMS File

Data not reported.
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In recent years, SEA participation in the program has been high, but not universal. In

both FY 1988 and FY 1989, 52 SEAs participated; 54 participated in FY 1990. For FY 1991,

1992 and 1993, 53 of 574 SEAs participated. In 1994, 55 of 59 SEAs participated Two SEAs

-- Pennsylvania and Virginia -- have not participated during the 1988-1994 period at all.

Arkansas' initial participation came in FY 19925 and Marshall Islands' in FY 1994. The only

other nonparticipating SEAs during this five-year period have been Alabama and South Carolina

(1988 and 1989), West Virginia (1988, 1992, 1993, and 1994), Micronesia (1989, 1990, 1991,

1992, and 1993), and Northern Marianas (1992).

Data Limitations

In 1990, OBEMLA contracted with Atlantic Resources Corporation (ARC) to assess the

quality of data submitted by the SEAs. That study, entitled An Analysis of Title VII State

Educational Agency Grant Report Requirements, uncovered problems in the collection and

reporting of the data and made several suggestions for changes in procedures at the SEA and

OBEMLA levels to improve data quality.6 OBEMLA acted on these recommendations by

developing a new reporting form and providing training to SEA personnel to ensure that those

completing the forms agreed upon procedures and definitions. The new form went into effect

for the 1991-92 school year, so some of the data from that year have no direct match to prior

years because of item clarifications and other changes.'

In preparing this report on data for the 1993-94 school year, each SEA survey was closely

examined to ensure that entries were logical and appropriate. (A full description of these

4F.S. Micronesia became independent in 1991.

5Because FY 1992 was the first year of funding for Arkansas, the state was not required to submit a SEA Survey
until the 1992-93 reporting period.

'The findings and recommendations were presented to OBEMLA in 1991, and OBEMLA summarized them in
the Condition of Bilingual Education, June 30, 1991.

'As an example of a data request that has been clarified, new directions state that the number of LEP students
enrolled in programs to meet their educational needs (item I, A, 3) added to the number of LEP students not enrolled
in such programs but who could benefit from participation (item I. A, 5) should sum to the total number of LEP
students in the state reported in item I, A, 2. In years past, according to the ARC analysis, most SEAs interpreted
this series of items quite differently and, therefore, provided non-equivalent data.

Report on SEA Survey: 1993-94 Page 5
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procedures is provided in Appendix A.) When data were missing, illogical, or inappropriate, the

SEA official responsible for submitting the SEA Survey was contacted, the potential problem was

described, and the SEA was provided the opportunity to change its entry. Problems that involved

errors in arithmetic were corrected as a step in data entry, and they were called to the attention

of OBEMLA.

As a result of the close examination of each SEA Survey, verification of potential problem

entries with the SEAs, and machine editing procedures, the results presented in this report

provide an accurate portrayal of what the SEAs were reporting in 1993-94. It should be noted,

however, that these verification and editing exercises did not (and could not) address many of

the concerns raised in the ARC report about the adequacies of within-state data collection

procedures or lack of shared definitions across SEAs, either of which could lead to substantial

inaccuracies.8

This report also presents some data from earlier SEA Surveys9. As noted, the form was

changed between the 1990-91 and 1991-92 reporting periods, therefore, trend analyses on some

items can not be conducted. Further, iz was not possible 'to verify potentially problematic entries

on the earlier form with SEA officials, so the only adjustments made to the 1990-91 data involve

correcting arithmetic errors or correcting for obvious misunderstandings of the respondents (such

as adding the sum of all Title VII participants to the number of participants in each Title VII

program, which results in a duplicated count).

'As an example, the ARC report indicated that many SEA officials felt that the process of obtaining data on

private school enrollments of LEP students is not improving or improvable; ARC concluded "What the number of

LEP students reported by the SEAs in private schools gives a false impression of accuracy and completeness where

such is not the case" (1991, p. 4-26). As a result, OBEMLA now requires that public and nonpublic LEP student

counts be reported separately. In 1993-94, all 55 participating SEAs reported public school LEP enrollments, but

only 40 SEAs reported counts for nonpublic schools.

9During our efforts to verify reported figures on the 1993-94 SEA Survey, several states took the opportunity

to update or correct data from earlier years' data as appropriate; their changes are documented in Appendix C.
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Structure of the Report

The balance of this report is presented in five sections. The first section highlights

national data about the numbers of LEP students in grades K-12 identified by, the SEAs. The

second section describes the educational condition of LEP students in terms of retention rates,

dropout rates, and levels of academic achievement. The procedures used to identify LEP students

are the focus of the third section, with particular attention paid to differences in definitions of

LEP status acroFs states. The fourth secticm indicates how many LEP students are receiving

special program ..,ervices and provides a summary of the programs available to LEP students.

The final section includes discussions of findings and their implications, with an emphasis on

data limitations. Four appendices are included: Appendix A is a summary of the methods used

to compile, review, and verify the SEA Survey data used in this report; Appendix B includes

supplementary tables, by SEA, for all data summarized in the body of the report; Appendix C

contains Data Notes; and, Appendix D contains a sample SEA Survey Form for 1993-94.

Report on SEA Survey: 1993-94 Page 7



2

Enrollment of LEP Students

SEAs in the U.S. and territories reported that nearly 3,038,000 LEP students were enrolled

in public or nonpublic elementary or secondary schools during the 1993-94 schooi year.I° This

count is over 400,000 larger (16 percent) than the number reported for 1992-93 and continues

an upward trend over the past several years, as illustrated by Figure 2.1. Since 1985-86, yearly

increases in the number LEP students have ranged from a low of 3.6 percent from 1989-90 to

1990-91 to a high of 17.5 percent from 1987-88 to 1988-89. The average yearly increase in

number of LEP students during this period wi 9.6 percent.

Number of Students
3.500.000

3.000.000

2.500.000

2.000.000

1.500.000

1.000.000

500.000

Figure 2.1
Trends in Enrollment of LEP Students,

1985-86 to 1993-94

1,472,042
1.557410

644.1143

1.0441.10

2.104341
2X12,440

2,437471.1

2.020 747

3.0372722

1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94
Year

SOUMS 196544, 199647, end 1941748, ARC (1991)
196649966196940, 0199.11..A (1991)
1920-91 93 199344. SEA Survey*

"This reported count is not a national count of LEP students for several reasons. First, several SEAs do not
participate in the SEA Program or the SEA Survey, and we can assume there are LEP students who reside in those
states. Second, it is likely that some LEP students are not counted in some of the states simply because they are
missed. Third, in previous years, according to the ARC report, SEA officials conceded that nonpublic school LEP
students were probably undercounted. Fourth, the definition of LEP students varies across SEAs such that children
counted in one state may not be considered as LEP and therefore not be counted if they moved to another state.
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From 1990-91 the first year that comparable SEA Survey data were available -- to

1993-94, the number of LEP students increased by 38 percent. In these four years, nine states

reported decreases in LEP student enrollment while over one-quarter of the states (15 states)

reported increases in LEP students enrollment of more than 50 percent. Seven states, Alabama,

Alaska, Arkansas, Nebraska, North Carolina, Oregon, and Puerto Rico report increases of over

100% in the number of LEP students" for the years between 1990-91 and 1993-94. In the two

years between 1991-92 and 1993-94, eight states reported decreases in LEP student enrollment

while almost oae-quarter of the states (12 states) reported increases in LEP students enrollment

of more than 40 percent. From 1992-93 to 1993-94, twelve states reported decreases or no

change in LEP student enrollment while over one-quarter of the states (14 states) reported

increases in LEP students enrollment of at least 20 percent, (Table 2.1)

Out of the 45,443,000 total public and nonpublic students reported by the SEAs in

1993-94, 3,038,000 (7 percent) were LEP. LEP students constituted more than 7 percent of

public student enrollment, and LEP students comprised about 1.4 percent of nonpubiic students.

(Table 2.2)

As s' own in Figure 2.2, the western and southwestern states generally have higher

proportions of LEP students than do states in other regions of the country. Alaska, California,

and New Mexico had the highest proportions of LEP students, with 21.3, 20.8 and 22.8 percent,

respectively, of their total enrollments identified as LEP. Two states; Arizona and Texas;

reported LEP student enrollments of approximately 11 percent of their total enrollments. About

one half reported LEP enrollments of 3 percent or less of their total student enrollments, and

fourteen of these states reported proportions of less than one percent.

For the 1993-94 school year, California reported by far the largest number of LEP

students (1,215,000). In fact, LEP students enrolled in schools in California account for about

40 percent of the U.S. total LEP student enrollment. Texas had the second larges number of

LEP students with 422,700, and New York had the third largest with 216,400. (Table 2.1 and B I)

" Puerto Rico reported information on Limited Spanish Proficient (LSP) students.

Page 10 Special Issues Analysis Center
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Table 2.1
(1 of 2)

Stata

TOTAL NUMBER OF LEP STUDENTS IDENTIFIED:
1990-91, 1991-92, 1992-43, and 1993-94

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Alabama 1,052 1,671 2,332 3,214
Alaska 11,184 12,056 13,489 26,812

Arizona 65,727 75,941 83,643 95,011

Ancansas 2,000 a/ 3,423 4,002

California 986,462 1,078,705 1,151,819 1,215,218

Colorado 17,187 25,025 24,876 26,203
Connecticut 16,988 16,703 17,637 21,020

Delaware 1,969 2,086 1,847 1,584

District of Columbia 3,359 3,555 5,132 4,498

Florida 83,937 97,288 130,131 144,731

Georgia 6,921 7,955 10,043 11,877

Hawaii 9,730 10,433 11,251 11,761

Idaho 3,986 4,980 4,616 6,883

Illinois 79,291 87,178 94,471 99,637

Indiana 4.670 4,822 5,017 5.342

Iowa 3,705 4,417 4,556 5,343

Kansas 4,661 6,180 6,900 6,900

Kentucky a/ 1,544 1,738 2,207

Louisiana 8,345 9,040 5,890 6,277

Maine 1,983 1,770 1,820 1,886

Maryland 12,701 12,580 12,719 14.336

Massachusetts 42,606 42,912 45,405 44,094

Michigan 37,112 36,720 37,272 45,163

Minnesota 13,204 15,769 17,979 20,108

Mississippi 2,753 3,058 3,222 3,259

Missouri 3,815 4,350 4,365 4,765

Montana 6,635 6,824 7,817 8,265

Nebraska 1,257 1,856 2,623 3,714

Nevada 9,057 10,735 12,040 14,370

New Hampshire 1,146 1,135 1,004 1,126

New Jersey 50,770 47,515 49,627 53,161

New Mexico 73,505 64,307 83,771 79,829

New York 168,208 184,857 194,593 216,448

North Carolina 6,030 7,026 8,900 12,428

North Dakota 7,187 9,579 8,652 9,400

Ohio 8,992 11,172 1,125 12,627

Oklahoma 15,860 17,705 19,714 26,653

Oregon b/ 7,557 12,605 16,359 19,651

Pennsylvania c./ c/ 0/ c/

Rhode '''.1nd 7,632 8,142 8.350 8,529

South Carolina a/ 1,466 1,594 2,036
South Dakota 6,691 8,961 8,197 5,438

Tennessee 3,660 2,636 2,770 3,533

Texas 313,234 331,869 344,915 422,677

Utah 14,860 23,598 24,447 21,364

Vermont 500 580 723 859
Virginia cl Cl Cl c/

Washington 28,646 34,314 32,858 30,627

West Virginia 231 c./ Cl c/

Wisconsin 14,648 15,159 14,788 17,677

Wyoming 1,919 1,996 2,027 2,013

Total U.S. and D.C. 2,173,573 2,370,775 2,558,487 2,804,556

American Samoa 11,842 11,788 13,972 13,945

Guam 2,309 Cl Cl Cl

Marshall Islands a/ a/ a/ 15,755

Micronesia a/ a/ a/ 36,010

Northern Marianas 7,568 8,307 9,564 9,346

Palau 3,486 2,823 2,823 2,719

Puerto Rico ci/ a/ 33,722 34,619 149,824

Virgin Islands 00 1,282 5,767

'Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 2,198,778 2,429,815 2,620,747 3,037,922 I

Source: OBEMLA SEA Surveys

ei Date not reported.
61 The LEP count in Oregon le for LEP perecipebno and le therefore en undercount of the bawl LEP In the Mats.

of SEA did not perbapete.
di Puerto Rico hm responded well numbers of Limited Spanish Proficient OSP) eluzlente.
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Table 2.1
(2 of 2)

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

1,327 5.3 1,178 4.7 9,018 52.5

3,383 19.2 4,317 25.8 4,032 23.7

-263 -14.2 -502 -24.1 -385 -19.6

-634 -12.4 943 26.5 1,139 33.9

14,600 11.2 47,443 48.8 60,794 72.4

1,834 18.3 3,922 49.3 4,956 71.6

510 4.5 1,328 12.7 2,031 20.9

2,267 49.1 1,903 38.2 2.897 72.7

5,166 5.5 12,459 14.3 20,346 25.7

325 6.5 520 10.8 672 14.4

787 17.3 926 21.0 1,638 442

0 0.0 720 11.7 2,239 48.0

469 27.0 663 42.9 2,207

387 6.6 -2.763 -30.6 -2,068 -24.8

66 3.6 116 6.6 -97 -4.9

1,617 12.7 1,756 14.0 1.635 12.9

-1,311 -2.9 1.182 2.8 1,4.88 3.5

2

7,891 21.2 8,443 23.0 8,051 21.7

,129 11.8 4,339 27.5 6,904 52.3

37 1.1 201 6.6 506 18.4

400 9.2 415 9.5 950 24.9

448 5.7 1,441 21.1 1,630 24.6

1,091 41.6 1,858 100.1 2,457 195.5

2,330 19.4 3,635 33.9 5,313 58.7

122 12.2 -9 -0.8 -20 -1.7

3,534 7.1 5,646 11.9 2,391 4.7

-3,942 -4.7 15,522 24.1 6,324 8.6

21,855 11.2 31,591 17.1 48,240 28.7

3,528 39.6 5,402 76.9 6,398 106.1

748 8.6 -179 -1.9 2,213 30.8

1,502 13.5 1,455 13.0 3,635 40.4 I
6,939 35.2 8,948 50.5 10,793 68.1

3,292 20.1 7,046 55.9 12,094 160.0

179 2.1 387 4.8 897 11.8

442 27.7 570 38.9 2,036

-2,759 -33.7 -3,523 -39.3 -1,253 -18.7

763 27.5 897 34.0 -127 -3.5

77,762 22.5 90,606 27.4 109,443 34.9 I
-3,083 -12.6 -2,234 -9.5 6,504 43.8

Vermont 136 18.8 279 48.1 359 71.8

Virginia

Washington -2,231 -6.8 -3,687 -10.7 1,981 6.9

West Virginia
Wisconsin 2,889 19.5 2,518 16.6 3,029 20.7

Wyoming -14 -0.7 17 0.9 94 4.9

!Total U.S. and D.C. 248.888 8.8 433781 18.3 630983 29.0
1

American Samoa -27 -0.2 2,157 18.3 2,103 17.8

Guam

Marshall Islands 15,755 15,755 15,755

Micronesia ':,6,010 36,010 36,010

Northern Marianas -218 -2.3 1,039 12.5 1,778 23.5

Palau -104 -3.7 -104 -3.7 -767 -22.0

115,205 332.8 115,205 332.8 344.3Puerto Rico 116,102

Virgin Islands 4,485 349.8 3,367 140.3 5,767

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri
Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

CHANGES IN LEP STUDENTS IDENTIFIED:
1990-91, 1991-92, 1992-93, and 1993-94

N Chang* a/ % Change a/ N Change al % Change a/ N Change at S Change e/

92-93 to 93-94 92-93 to 93-94 91-92 to 93-94 91-92 to 93-94 90-91 to 93-94 90-91 to 93-94

1Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 417,175 15.9 608107 25.0 839144 38.2

882 37.8 1,543 92.3 2,162 205.5

13,323 98.8 14,756 122.4 15,628 139.7

11,368 13.6 19,070 25.1 29,284 44.6

579 16.9 4,002 2,002 100.1

63,399 5.5 136,513 12.7 228,756 23.2

Abooluta and percent chatvse Went calculatad based on totals Iran only Thom Mates rwonding to this data Hem for both years.
Source: OBEMLA SEA Surveys
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Table 2.2

Number and Percentage of Public and Nonpublic School Students
Who are Limited English Proficient

1993-94

Type of Student
Total Enrollment Number of

LEP Students Percent LEP

Total U.S and D.C. ,

Public School Students 40,469,319 2,760,822 6.8

Nonpublic School Students 4,110,190 43,734 1.1

Total Students 44,579,509 2,804,556 6.3

Total U.S., D.C. and Territories

Pubiic School Students 41,195,799 2,980,463 7.2

Nonpublic School Students 4,247,590 57,459 1.4

Total Students
... 45,443,389 3,037,922 6.7

Report on SEA Survey: 1993-94 Page 13



Figure 2.2
Percent LEP Enrollment by State, 1993-94

Note: The District of Columbia as 5.0 percent LEP enrollment and Puerto Rico
has 19.9 percent LSP enrollment. LEP enrollment in the outyng areas were as
follows: Marshall Islands 100.0, Micronesia 99.8, Northern Marianas 96.1,
Palau 82.0, and the Virgin Islands 19.3. Guam did not participate.

Key:

SEA did not
participate

Less than 2%

III2% to less than 5%

III5% or greater
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3

Educational Condition of LEP Students

The Bilingual Education Act calls for grant recipients to report data on "evidence of the

educational condition of the limited English proficient students, such as reading, mathematics,

and subject matter test scores, and, where available, data on grade retention rates and student

dropout rates" (section 7021(c)(2)(c)(iii)). Providing these data has long been a problem for

SEAs; according to the ARC analysis, these items generally have had the lowest response rates.

For the years that ARC analyzed, SEA response rates to the questions about dropout and

retention rates were less than 50 percent. At the same time, however ARC's survey results

indicated all SEA Title VII offices collected these data. The SEA respondents to the ARC survey

also rated these data as being of the poorest quality of any of the SEA Survey data elements.

ARC concluded their analysis of the educational condition items as follows: "[a]s currently

reported the data appear to be incomplete, difficult to aggregate or interpret, and potentially

misleading" (ARC, 1991, pp. 4-29, 4-30).

For the 1993-94 SEA Survey, low response rates continue to be a concern, with 33 SEAs

providing data on dropouts, 23 on retention, and 40 on test performance. Lack of full response

by the SEAs to the SEA Survey makes it difficult to generate a national picture of the

educational condition of LEP students. SEAs reportedly face substantial problems in obtaining

data on student performance classified by LEP status, and such indicators of educational

condition as the number of dropouts also generate definitional problems within and across states.

.4; j Report on SEA Survey: 1993.94 Page 15



Retention and Dropout Rates'

Table 3.1 presents a summary across responding SEAs of the number and percentage of

LEP students who were retained or dropped out of school in 1990-91 through 1993-94. In 1993-

94, the 23 SEAs providing data on retention enrolled a total of 440,523 LEP students (fewer than

15 percent of the number reported by all SEAs). These SEAs indicated that 11,101 students were

reported as being retained in grade; that number is equivalent to about 2.5 percent of the total

number of LEP students in their states. (Table 3.1) On an SEA-by-SEA basis, the percentage

of retentions ranged from 0.5 percent to 6.2 percent (see table B2); it is not clear whether this

difference reflects real differences between retention patterns among states or reporting

differences. The interpretation of the data for 1993-94 is less clear due to a textual error in the

phrasing of this question in the revised report form. The 1993-94 form asks for the "number of

LEP students in one or more grades" rather than the number of LEP students retained in one or

more grades.'3

Table 3.1

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Who Were Retained
or Who Dropped Out of School

1990-91 through 1993-94 ai

Educational
Condition

LEP Students

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Retained in one
or more grades'

Dropped out of
school"

8,162

12,679

2.1

2.5

9,642

11,864

2.3

2.0

10,685

10,858

2.3

1.5

11,101

11,861

2.5

1.7

Includes the U.S., D.C., and the Territories
Number of SEAs responding: 1990-91 = 33; 1991-92 = 28; 1992-93 = 31; 1993-94 = 23.

'I Number of SEAs responding: 1990-91 = 33; 1991-92 = 31; 1992-93 = 37; 1993-94 = 33.

'2SEAs reporting a retention or dropout rate of 0 were excluded from this analysis. It was not possible to
ascertain whether these were true Os or missing data. However, it is unlikely that an SEA would actually have no
dropouts or students retained in grade.

13The LEP student retention rate responses for Delaware, Maine, Montana, and Northern Marianas were
eliminated because it is assumed that the 100% of the LEP students reported were probably not retained.
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Table 3.1 also provides a summary of dropout data, indicating that 11,861 LEP students

were reported to have dropped out in 1993-94. The 33 SEAs that reported dropout information

enrolled 698,248 LEP students or less than one-fourth of the nation's LEP students. The number

of reported LEP student dropouts constitutes about 1.7 percent of the responding states' LEP

students. Across SEAs, the LEP dropout rate ranged from a low of 0.1 percent to a high of 7.5

percent. From 1990-91 to 1993-94, the overall LEP dropout rate declined slightly from 2.5 to

1.7 percent. As is the case for retentions, it is not possible to determine from the SEA Survey

data whether these dropout rate differences reflect actual patterns or reporting differences.

Academic Test Performance

Data about the performance of LEP students on tests covering academic areas are also

questionable because of the low SEA response rates: in 1993-94, results for reading were

provided by 40 SEAs, for mathematics by 36 SEAs, for science by 17, and for social studies by

15 SEAs:4 In addition, even from the reporting SEAs, too little information is asked for by

the SEA Survey form to interpret the results. More specifically, information is provided only

about the number of LEP students who score below state norms; information on the total number

of LEP students tested, the total number eligible for testing but who were not tested, and such

other contextual data as the basis of the state norm, what grade levels of students are commonly

tested, level of the test, and so forth are not provided:5 States may use the results of pre-

existing state or local testing programs for the academic test performance data, some of which

test a sample of students rather than the universe. Since states are not required to report the type

of methodology used to report the performance data, it is not possible to know how many states

rely on sample data for this information, nor whether the sample data are weighted or

unweighted.

"The number of LEP students included in the achievement analyses is a small fraction of the total LEP
population. For example, reading information was collected on only 11 percent of the total number of identified LEP
students and mathematics information for 6 percent.

'5The 1990-91 SEA Survey also asked the SEA to indicate how many students who were tested were above state
norms, below state norms, or at the state norm; presumably, those three categories sum to the number of EP
students tested and for whom data are available at the SEA level.

Report on SEA Survey: 1993-94 Page 17
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Table 3.2 summarizes SEA-reported data on the number of LEP students scoring below

state norms. The 40 SEAs responding for reading reported that about 339,500 LEP students

scored below state norms. For mathematics, 36 SEAs reported that about 183,000 scored below

the state norm. For science, 17 states reported that about 38,000 LEP students scored below the

state norm while 28,000 LEP students scored below the state norm for social studies in 15 states.

Appendix Table B3 provides state-by-state information about the number of LEP students who

score below state norms.

Table 3.2

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Scoring Below State Norms,
By Subject

1991-92 through 1993-94 ai

LEP Students Scoring Below State Norms

1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Subject Tested Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

English Readingb' 273,689 29.8 312,811 27.7 339,493 23.2

Mathematics' 178,300 20.2 226,272 20.4 182,944 12.9

Science' 112,394 26.7 82,007 14.6 37,931° 15.1

Social Studies"' 111,738 26.5 81,541 14.8 28,101' 11.8

These data should be interpreted with caution because it is not known (1) how many LEP students were tested; (2)

how many LEP students were eligible for testing; and (3) what was the basis of the state norm.

hi Number of SEAs responding: 1991-92 = 30; 1992-93 = 33; 1993-94 = 40.

Number of SEAs responding: 1991-92 = 26; 1992-93 = 30; 1993-94 = 36.

Number of SEAs responding: 1991-92 = 11; 1992-93 = 17; 1993-94 = 17.

ei Number of SEAs responding: 1991-92 = 11; 1992-93 = 14; 1993-94 = 15.

The large decrease between 1992-93 and 1993-94 can partially be explained the exclusion of 1993-94 data for

Texas which reported around 54,000 LEP students scoring below state norms in 'rice and social studies in 1992-93.
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Educational Condition Data Limitations

The data collected through the SEA Survey may not provide a valid picture of the

educational condition of LEP students for four reasons. First, the SEA response rate is too low

to provide confidence that the reported data are typical of all states. This is compounded by the

fact that, while a slight majority of SEAs may actually provide a response, those states enroll no

more than about one-fourth of the nation's LEP students, so most LEP students' educational

conditions are not reflected in the SEA Survey data.

Second, SEA reports of dropout and retention rates and test results are based on locally

generated data that are reported to the SEA directly or collected from LEAs by the SEAs via

surveys. The magnitude of the variations across states in the percent of LEP retention and

drOpouts, which appear greater than would be expected based on actual local patterns (particularly

once local data are aggregated at the state level), suggests that within-state data reporting

problems may be common.

The third reason is a particular problem for dropout data: determining whether a student

has in fact dropped out (rather than transferred, deceased, stopped out, etc.) is subject to different

interpretations at the local and state levels. As a consequence, SEAs are likely basing their

counts on different approaches to determining dropout status. Although the SEA Survey form's

directions tell the SEAs not to count stopouts or transfers, determining the actual status of an

individual child is not that easy.

The fourth reason is specific to the test data: too little information is provided to interpret

the data that are provided. As a result, no one can look at the data on the number of LEP

students scoring below state norms and draw any conclusions about the educational condition of

LEP students. At a minimum, three additional data elements are needed: (1) how many LEP

students were tested; (2) how many were eligible for testing; and (3) what was the basis of the

state norm.
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4

Identifying LEP Students

There is no federally mandated definition of limited English proficiency, therefore who

is determined to be LEP depends largely on state and local agencies. The lack of a uniform

definition of limited English proficiency has led to a wide range of identification methods and

procedures used to identify students for LEP services across states, districts, and schools, and to

inconsistent reporting of information on LEP students within and across states.

The federal definition of "limited English proficiency" is found in Section 7003 of the

Title VII Act:

(I) The terms "limited English proficiency" and "limited English proficient" when used with
reference to individuals means:

(A) individuals who were not born in the United States or whose native language is
other than English;

(B) individuals who come from environments where language other than English is
dominant; and

(C) individuals who are American Indian and Alaskan Natives and who come from
environments where language other than English has had a significant impact on
their level of English language proficiency; and who, by reason thereof, have
sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English
language to deny such individuals the opportunity to learn successfully in
classrooms where the language of instruction is English or to participate fully in
our society.

The SEA Survey requests that states describe the criteria/definitions used to identify LEP

students. These criteria/definitions are not necessarily state mandated, and in many states, LEAs

have the authority to set identification criteria and procedures. Several states (and/or localities)

have elected to use all or part of the federal LEP definition. Table 4.1 summarizes the type of
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criteria used by states to identify LEP students. In 1993-94, 51 SEAs (and/or their LEAs) used

the non-English background provision, 33 used the difficulties with the four language

proficiencies (speaking, reading, writing, and/or understanding English) provision, and 33 used

both. Twenty-seven states used various percentile cutoffs on standardized tests as a criteria for

determining limited English proficiency. Other factors, which were used by 16 states to identify

LEP students, include grade reports and teacher judgment.

Table 4.1

Type of Criteria Used by States to Identify LEP Students
1993-94
(n=55)

Criteria Number of States Percent of States

Non-English Lanivage Background 51 92.7

Difficulty with the Four Proficiencies 33
- 60.0

Percentile Cutoff 27 49.1

Local Determination 13 23.6

Other 16 29.1

OBEMLA believes that a thorough identification process first should involve a home

language survey to determine if any other language other than English is spoken in the home.

If the survey produces a positive response, OBEMLA recommends that at least one objective and

one subjective measure of English proficiency should be employed. The objective measure could

be a standardized achievement test. Scoring below a certain percentile ranking would signify

LEP status. Subjective measures could include recommendations from parents, classroom

teachers, counselors, or others with direct knowledge of the student's ability to learn and perform

in an all English class (OBEMLA, The Condition of Bilingual Education in the Nation: A

Report to Congress and the President, 1992).

Page 22 Special Isrues Analysis Center 3 ,1

1

1



1

1 During the 1993-94 school year, all but three of the reporting SEAs used a home language

survey as a factor in identifying LEP students, although it is not possible to ascertain from the

SEA Survey whether it formed the basis of determining limited English proficiency. Of the

subjective criteria that may have been used by states, most used teacher observation (45 states),

parent information (44 states), and student records (44 states). About two-thirds of the states also

relied on referrals, teacher interviews, student grades, and informal assessments. All but four

states used at least one language proficiency test as an objective measure of limited English

proficiency, with the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) and the Language Assessment Battery

(LAB) most commonly reported across states. Achievement tests were used in 43 states

(including the CTBS, ITBS, SAT, and CAT), and criterion referenced tests were used by 21

states (and/or their LEAs) (Table 4.2 and Figure 4.1).

Table 4.2

Type of Tests Used to Identify LEP Students
1993-94
N=55

Type of Test Number of States Percent of States

Language Proficiency Test 51 92.7 .

Achievement Test 43 78.2

Criterion Referenced Test 21 38.2

Other 25 45.5

In general, states use multiple criteria in identifying LEP students. In 1993-94, all but

two of the states reported using at least three criteria, and about 50 percent of the states reported

using ten or more criteria. Nine states (and/or their LEAs) used all twelve criteria. (Figure 4.2)
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5

Educational Programs for LEP Students

Federal, State, and Local Programs

LEP students may receive services through one or more of a variety of federal, state, and

local educational programs. With the passage of the Bilingual Education ACt in 1968, the federal

government directly addressed the educational needs of LEP students, primarily through the

provision of English language instruction to low-income LEP students. As the program evolved,

Congress eliminated the poverty requirements and allowed states to include instruction in the

children's native language. Currently, there are five major programs designed to serve LEP

children funded under Title VII (Part A)'6:

The Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) Program--assists LEP students in
elementary and secondary schools to acquire English language, mathematics, and
science skills and also to meet the promotion and graduation standards by
providing content area instruction in the native language to the extent necessary;

The Developmental Bilingual Education (DBE) Programs--are full-time
instructional programs which provide structured English language instruction and
instruction in a second language. These programs must help students achieve
competence in English and a second language while mastering subject matter
skills;

The Special Alternative Instructional Program (SAIP)--offers specially
designed curricula to meet the linguistic and instructional needs of LEP students
in elementary and secondary schools. In such programs the native language of the
LEP students need not be used;

The Family English Literacy Program (FELP)--assists LEP adults and out-of-
school youth to achieve competence in English. Classes may be conducted in
English only or in English and the students' native language. Preference for
inclusion in the program is given to the parents and immediate family of LEP
students assisted under the Bilingual Education Act; and

'6A sixth Part A program, the Academic Excellence Program, is a demonstration/dissemination program that is
not designed to provide direct services to children.
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The Special Populations Program (SPP)--assists preschool, special education,
and gifted and talented programs serving LEP students.

LEP students may also be served under several federally funded programs other than Title

VII that are targeted to educationally and/or economically disadvantaged students. These

programs include:

Chapter 1, Title I, ESEAprovides instructional and support services to
educationally disadvantaged students in school districts with high concentrations
of low-income children;

Chapter 1, Migrant--provides financial assistance to SEAs to establish and
improve programs to meet the special needs of migratory children of migratory
agricultural workers or fishers through instructional and support services;

Even Startsupports family centered educational programs that involve parents
and children in a cooperative effort to help parents become full partners in the
education of their children and to assist children in reaching their full potential as
learners;

Emergency Immigrant Education Assistance Act Programassists SEAs and
LEAs in providing supplementary education services and offsetting costs for
immigrant children enrolled in elementary and secondary public and nonpublic
schools;

Special Educationprovides formula grants to SEAs to help meet the costs of
providing special education and related services to address the needs of children
with disabilities; and

Vocational Educationassists states' efforts to expand ar I improve their
programs of vocational education and provide equal opportunity in vocational
education for traditionally underserved populations.

While the federal government has been playing an increasing role in serving LEP students

over the last two decades, states have traditionally provided some formal education programs to

provide English-language instruction to immigrant populations from as early as the mid-1800s.

Today, about two-thirds of the states provide bilingual education programs (37 states), and over

four-fifths of the states operate English as a second language (ESL) programs (45 states).
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LEP Enrollment in Programs Designed to Meet Their Educational Needs

In 1993-94, nearly 78 percent (2.4 million) of LEP students reported by SEAs received

services through programs specifically designed to meet their educadonal needs. The percentage

of public school LEP students (78.5 percent) receiving services was significantly greater than for

LEP students enrolled in nonpublic schools (30.4 percent). Of the 55 states and outlying areas

that reported information on the number of LEP students served, over one-half reported serving

80 percent or more of their LEP student population. (Table B6)

Table 5.1

Number and Percentage of Public and Nonpublic School LEP Students Enrolled
in Programs Designed to Meet their Educational Needs

1990-91 through 1993-94

Type of Student

LEP Students Enrolled in Programs Designed to Meet Their Educational Needs

1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Public School
Students

Nonpublic School
Students

1,729,986

12,851

79.1

26.5

1,886,538

13,216

79.2

26.5

2.103,938

13,345

82.1

23.3

2,338,368

17,490

78.5

30.4

Total 1.745,105 78.2 1,899,754 78.2 2,117,283 80.8 2,355.858 77.5

LEP Enrollment in Federal Programs
At the national level, 352,068 LEP students were provided services through the Title VII

funded programs, constituting 12 percent of all LEP students. Eight percent of LEP students

were enrolled in the TBE program, 2 percent in SAIP, and less than 1 percent in each of the

remaining Title VII programs. Thirty-five states and outlying areas reported serving LEP

students through the TBE program, 38 through SAIP, 14 through SPP, 13 through DBE

programs, and 11 through FELP. (Table 5.2 and Table B8)
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Of the non-Title VII federal programs, the Chapter 1 program was the most common

program for service delivery to LEP students. Nationally, about 31 percent of LEP students were

enrolled in Chapter 1, and over 80 percent of the states and territories reported serving LEP

students through the program. The Emergency Immigrant Education Assistance Act program

enrolled 25 percent of the LEP students and was offered in 36 states. Relatively few LEP

students were reported as being served through Chapter 1 Migrant (11 percent), Special Education

(6 percent), Vocational (6 percent), and Even Start (less than 1 percent). LEP students were also

served in a handful of other federally funded programs, including Chapter 2, Head Start, and

Title V Indian Education. See Table B8 for the types of other federal programs by state that

enrolled LEP students during the 1993-94 school year.

LEP Enrollment in State and Local Programs

LEP students were more likely to participate in a state or local bilingual education

program than in a federal program. Almost one-half of all LEP students received services

through a state bilingual program, with three-quarters of the states serving LEP children through

state-operated bilingual programs. About 25 percent of LEP students served in special programs

received services through a state ESL-only program. (Tables 5.2 and B8.)

There were few changes in program participation between 1990-91 and 1993-94. For

example, within the Title VII programs, TBE participation decreased from 8.7 to 8.2 percent.

Small increases in participation occurred in the DBE and SAIP programs, while participation

decreased slightly in the Family English Literacy and Special Population Programs. The most

significant changes occurred within the other federal program categories. LEP participation in

the Emergency Immigrant Education Assistance Act Program more than doubled, while Chapter

1 LEP participation declined from 52 to 31 percent in the period. (Table 5.2)
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Table 5.2

Types of Programs Serving LEP Students
1990-91 through 1993-94

Percent of National LEP Served

Type of Program 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94

Title VII Programs

Transitional Bilingual Education 8.694 7.725 7.601 8.196
Developmental Bilingual Education 0.148 0.250 0.314 0.276
Special Alternative Instruction Program 1.442 1.930 2.914 2.426
Recent Arrivals 0.000 0.278 0.487 0.371a/
Magnet Schools 0.004 0.043 0.024 0.000a/
Family English Literacy Programti 0.252 0.375 0.310 0.225
Special Populations 0.210 0.168 0.511 0.094

Total Title VII 11.124 10.770 12.159 11.588

Other Federal Programs

52.463 31.301 29.057c/ 31.031Chapter 1
'Migrant d/ 7.451 8.284 10.954
Even Start 0.030 0.296 0.313 0.229
Emergency Immigrant Education 11.358 30.104 25.798 24.903

Assistance Act
Special Education 6.550 6.307 6.038 6.192
Vocational Education d/ 2.954 2.644 6.133

State Programs

State Bilingual Education e/ 48.70 48.28 47.31
State ESL Only e/ 26.87 21.97 24.93

a/ Due to new survey forms, data were not widely collected in 1993-94 for Recent Arrivals and Magnet Schools.

b/ The Family English Literacy Program was designed to serve the parents of Title VII students and out-of-school
youth.

c/ 1992-93 Chapter 1 data were revised for California.

d/ Data not collect:A in 1990-91.

e/ Data not collected in same format as the 1991-92 through 1993-94 data.
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6

Findings and Implications

Enrollment of LEP Students

For the 1993-94 school year, 55 SEAs in the U.S. and territories reported that about

3,038,000 LEP students were enrolled in public or nonpublic elementary or secondary schools.

This count reflects an upward trend over the past several years: since 1985-86, yearly increases

in the number of LEP students have averaged 9.6 percent. It is not known what proportion of

this high rate of increase is due to actual growth in the LEP population, better reporting, or

changes in definitions of LEP status, but the consistency of the increase argues for a large

proportion being due to population change.

Only 40 SEAs reported on the number of LEP students in nonpublic schools and the

percentage of LEP students for the reporting SEAs is much lower than for public schools. It is

not clear how much of the difference in LEP percentages between public and nonpublic schools

is due to actual differences in the populations served or to inadequate reporting procedures within

states. It is clear, however, that there is a nonpublic LEP student undercount because about one-

fourth of the SEAs do not provide any data on the numbers of nonpublic students.

Educational Condition of LEP Students

The data provided on the SEA Survey do not provide a valid basis for making judgments

about the educational condition of LEP students. Too few SEAs respond to the specific items

to produce a national pattern and insufficient supporting information is provided to interpret the

data that are provided.
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Identifying LEP Students

The SEA Survey requests that states describe the criteria/definitions used to identify LEP

students. These criteria/definitions are not necessarily state mandated, and in many states; LEAs

have the authority to set identification criteria and procedures. Several states (and/or localities)

have elected to use all or part of the federal LEP definition. In 1993-94, 51 states and outlying

areas (and/or their LEAs) used the non-English background provision, 33 used the difficulties

with the four language proficiencies (speaking, reading, writing, and/or understanding English)

provision, and 33 used both.

In general, states use multiple criteria in identifying LEP students. In 1993-94, all but

two states used at least three criteria, and about 50 percent of the states used ten or more. Nine

states (and/or their LEAs) used all twelve of the criteria listed on the SEA Survey form. During

the 1993-94 school year, all but 3 of the reporting SEAs used a home language survey as a factor

in identifying LEP students. Most reported use of teacher observation (45 states), parent

information (44 states), and student records (44 states). About two-thirds of the states also relied

on referrals, teacher interviews, student grades, and informal assessments. All but four states

used at least one language proficiency test as an objective measure of litnited English proficiency,

with the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) and the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) most

commonly reported across states. Achievement tests were used in 43 states (including the CTBS,

ITBS, SAT, and CAT) and criterion referenced were used by 21 states (and/or their LEAs).

Educational Programs for LEP Students

Among public school students, 78.5 percent were enrolled in special programs, while 30.4

percent of nonpublic students were enrolled in special programs. The largest proportions of LEP

students are served in state and local programs, with those programs reportedly serving about 72

percent of all LEP students. Since state and local programs are not commonly available to

students in nonpublic schools, the large difference between public and nonpublic LEP student

participation is understandable, particularly when coupled with the generally poorer quality of

data concerning nonpublic school LEP students. Chapter 1 is the largest federal program serving

LEP students; it enrolls 31 percent of LEP students. Title VII programs enroll about 12 percent.
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Appendix A

SEA Survey Data Review Procedures

This appendix describes the procedures used to review data provided by the SEAs on the

SEA Survey for 1993-94 and for earlier years, as appropriate. The purpose of the review

procedures and the activities following from them was to ensure the data summarized in this

report are as free from error as possible.

Review Procedures for SEA Survey Data

OBEMLA received the State Surveys for 1993-94 during the summer months of 1995.

Westat was subcontracted to by OBEMLA through Developmental Associates to prepare the data

files and to review, correct, summarize the Survey data, and prepare this report.

When reviewing the data, Westat preformed some basic internal consistency checks

including:

1) that the sum of the parts agreed with reported totals;

2) that the sum of items 3 (total LEPs served) and 5 (total LEPs not served) agreed
with the total reported for item 2 (total LEPs enrolled);

3) that the total LEP enrollment did not exceed the total K-I2 enrollment; and

4) that the number of LEPs student enrolled in federal, state, and local programs did
not exceed the number of LEP students served.

Westat verified any data inconsistencies with OBEMLA and the SEA. In some cases,

SEAs revised their initial submission, which Westat entered into the master data base. In other

instances, the State provided explanations as to why the data were not reported in the required

format.
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Review Procedures for SEA Survey Data for 1990-91 and Prior Years

Limited attention in this report is paid to data for 1990-91 and earlier years. The primary

reasons for this are (1) that the data prior to the 1991-92 SEA Survey could not be reviewed and

verified or corrected and (2) significant changes were made by OBEMLA in the SEA Survey

form for the 1991-92 school year. These two topics are addressed in this section.

Reviewing 1990-91 SEA Survey Data

Westat received both the SEA Surveys and a dBase file containing the 1990-91 data from

OBEMLA and cross checked each SEA Survey against the entered data. In cases where the data

were not in agreement, Westat entered the number provided on the SEA survey, unless

documentation for a change was provided by OBEMLA. Because Westat changed some of the

data provided by OBEMLA, the 1990-91 data presented in-this report may not agree with data

presented in previous reports, graphs, or other tabular presentations. Westat also performed the

same internal consistency checks that were performed on the 1991-92 data, although the SEAs

were not contacted if a discrepancy was detected.

Changes in SEA Survey Form

The SEA Survey form has gone through two revisions in the last five years of the report.

The form revisions between 1990-91 and 1991-92 had significant impacts on the data collection

process and the comparability of data for years prior to and following the change. The revisions

made between the 1992-93 and 1993-94 forms were primarily made in response toprogrammatic

changes which made some data irrelevant.

SEA Survey form revisions: 1991-1992. The most obvious change in the 1991-92

survey form is the addition of a page and one-half of item-by-item instructions designed to clarify

acceptable response patterns; no instructions were provided on the form in prior years. Other

changes ranged from minor wording changes to significant changes in item substance. The

following list describes the changes made in 1991-92 compared to 1990-91:
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Part I
Item IA1 -
Item IA2 -
Item IA3 -
Item IA4 -

Item IA5
Item IB I -

Item IB2 -
Item IB3 -
Part II
Part III
Item IIIA-
Item MB-

No changes
No changes
Minor wording changes
Added Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program, Vocational Education and
added specific types of programs (i.e., bilingual education program, ESL
only program, other) to state and/or local programs
Minor wording changes
Added Science and Social Studies under areas tested and deleted request
for number of LEP students above local norm or at local norm (and
changed the normative reference to state from loin')
Minor wording changes
Minor wording changes
No changes

Minor wording changes and added an "other" response category
Changed item reference to be used in responding from IA3 to IA4

Responses to items on which no changes were made (i.e., IA1, IA2, IIA, DB) can be

compared; while significant changes on several of the items (i.e., IA4, IB1, and HIB) effectively

preclude comparing the SEAs' responses for the two years. In terms of the items on which

minor wording changes were made, it appears to be reasonable to compare the results under some

circumstances. In this report, however, these comparisons are not made because the data on the

1990-91 SEA Surveys could not be verified.

SEA Survey form revisions: 1993-1994. The 1993-94 survey form was revised to

accommodate programmatic changes. The form was adapted to eliminate the collection of data

for two programs which were no longer funded: Recent Arrivals and Magnet Schools. An

unintended change was also made in the wording of the LEP retention question. The complete

list of changes from 1992-93 to 1993-94 includes:

Part I
Item IA4 -
Item IB2 -

Eliminated Recent Arrivals and Magnet Schools programs
Changed wording from "Number of LEP students retained in one or more
grades" to "Number of LEP students in one or more grades"
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Appendix B

Supplementary Tables, by State Educational Agency

The following data tables contain supporting information on each SEAs LEP population.
Please note that, for all tables, Puerto Rico has responded with numbers of Limited Spanish
Proficient (LSP) students instead of LEP students. Please refer to Appendix C for further
supporting (information including explanations of data changes for earlier years).

Table Bl Grades K-12 Enrollment, LEP Enrollment, and Percent LEP Enrollment, by State:

1992-93 and 1993-94
1. Total figures
2. Public only
3. Nonpublic only

Table B2 Number and Percent of LEP Students Reported to Have Dropped Out or Been
Retained, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Table B3 Number and Percent of LEP Students Scoring Below the State Norm, by Subject
Area Tested and State: 1992-93 and 1993-94
1. English/Reading and Mathematics
2. Science and Social Studies

Table B4 Criteria Used By SEAs to Identify LEP Students, By State: School Year 1993-94

Table B5 Methods Used to Identify LEP Students, by State: 1993-94

Table B6 LEP Students Enrolled in Special Programs to Meet Their Educational Needs, by

State: 1992-93 and 1993-94
1. Total figures
2. Public only
3. Nonpublic only

Table B7 Public LEP Students Who Could Benefit From, but are not Enrolled in, Special
Programs to Meet Their Educational Needs, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Table B8 Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal and State Programs, by
State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94
1-7. Federal programs
8. State programs
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Table B1
(1 of 3)

Grades K-12 Total
Enrollment,

Total K-12 Enrollment

Enrollment,
by

LEP Enrollment, and Percent LEP
State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Total K-12 LEP EnrotIment Percent LEP Enrollment a/

State 1992-93 1993-94 % Change b/ 1992-93 1993-94 % Change b/ 1992-93 1993-94

Alabama 714,402 714,916 0.1 2,332 3.214 37.8 0.3 0.4

Alaska 124,697 125,813 0.9 13,489 26,812 98.8 10.8 21.3

Arizona 748,340 808,039 8.0 83,643 95,011 13.6 . 11.2 11.8

Arkansas 440,682 445,913 1.2 3,423 4,002 16.9 0.8 0.9

California 5,749,791 5,841.520 1.6 1,151,819 1,215,218 5.5 20.0 20.8

Colorado 653,399 669,654 2.5 24,876 26,203 5.3 3.8 3.9

Connecticut 537,342 554,039 3.1 17,637 21,020 19.2 3.3 3.8

Delaware 127,559 129,129 1.2 1,847 1,584 -14.2 1.4 1.2

District of Columbia 90,619 89,537 -1.2 5,132 4,498 -12.4 5.7 5.0

Florida 2,272,243 2,561,207 12.7 130,131 144,731 11.2 5.7 5.7

Georgia 1,273,863 1,298,407 1.9 10,043 11,877 18.3 0.8 0.9

Hawaii 209,697 213,312 1.7 11,251 11,761 4.5 5.4 5.5

Idaho 238,072 241,250 1.3 4,616 6,883 49.1 1.9 2.9

Illinois 2,120,975 2,210,179 4.2 94,471 99,637 5.5 4.5 4.5

Indiana 1,058,446 1,073,870 1.5 5,017 5,342 6.5 0.5 0.5

Iowa 540,571 542,499 0.4 4,556 5,343 17.3 0.8 1.0

Kansas 451,536 451,536 0.0 6,900 6,900 0.0 1.5 1.5

Kentucky 750,958 658,488 -12.3 1,738 2,207 27.0 0.2 0.3

Louisiana 887,965 901,952 1.6 5,890 6,277 6.6 0.7 0.7

Maine 220,346 226,665 2.9 1,820 1,886 3.6 0.8 0.8

Maryland 847,826 947,520 11.8 12,719 14,336 12.7 1.5 1.5

Massachusetts 975,065 1,002,065 2.8 45,405 44,094 -2.9 4.7 4.4

Michigan 1,737,157 1,706,395 -1.8 37,272 45,163 21.2 2.1 2.6

Minnesota 868,044 884.798 1.9 17,979 20,108 11.8 2.1 2.3

Mississippi 555,907 545,270 -1.9 3,222 3,259 1.1 0.6 0.6

Missouri 961,295 951,981 -1.0 4,365 4,765 9.2 0.5 0.5

Montana 167,827 171,201 2.0 7,817 8,265 5.7 4.7 4.8

Nebraska 319,609 322,505 0.9 2,623 3,714 41.6 0.8 1.2

Nevada 232,686 246,218 5.8 12,040 14,370 19.4 5.2 5.8

New Hampshire 199,198 204,011 2.4 1,004 1,126 12.2 0.5 0.6

New Jersey 1,331,660 1,355,532 1.8 49,627 53,161 7.1 3.7 3.9

New Mexico 310,914 350,083 12.6 83,771 79,829 -4.7 26.9 22.8

New York 3,107,102 3,168,546 2.0 194,593 216,448 11.2 6.3 6.8

North Carolina 1,158,960 1,179,852 1.8 . 8,900 12,428 39.6 0.8 1.1

North Dakota 127,361 127,879 0.4 8,652 9,400 8.6 6.8 7.4

Ohio 2,080,869 2,028,199 -2.5 11,125 12,627 13.5 0.5 0.6

Oklahoma 609,125 616,452 1.2 19,714 26,653 35.2 3.2 4.3

Oregon e/ 540,122 548,611 1.6 16,359 19,651 20.1 3.0 3.6

Pennsylvania d d -- c/ cl -- - - --

Rhode island 171,423 173,834 1.4 8,350 8,529 2.1 4.9 4.9

South Carolina 688,516 693,403 0.7 1,594 2,036 27.7 0.2 0.3

South Dakota 152,829 153,997 0.8 8,197 5,438 -33.7 5.4 3.5

Tennessee 975,970 996,574 2.1 2,770 3,533 27.5 0.3 0.4

Texas 3,714,384 3,788,769 2.0 344.915 422,677 22.5 9.3 11.2

Utah 437,097 475,870 8.9 24,447 21,364 -12.6 5.6 4.5

Vermont 110,626 101,591 -8.2 723 859 18.8 0.7 0.8

Virginia Cl c/ -- c/ . c/ --

Washington 962,908 984,876 2.3 32,858 30,627 -6.8 3.4 3.1

West Virginia Cl c/ c/ Cl-- --

Wisconsin 976,222 993,783 1 8 14,788 17.677 19.5 1.5 1.8

Wyoming 101,133 101,769 0.6 2,027 2,013 -0.7 2.0 2.0

Total U.S. and D.C. 43,633,338 44,579,509 2.2 2,558,487 2,804,556 9.6 5.9 6.3

American Samoa 14,594 14,650 0.4 13,972 13,945 -0.2 95.7 95.2

Guam d c/ c/ c./ -

Marshall Islands ci 15,755 d 15,755 100.0

Micronesia c/ 36,087 -- d 36,010 -- 99.8

Northern Marianas 9,789 9,727 -0.6 9,564 9,346 -2.3 97.7 26.1

Paiau 3,356 3,317 -1.2 2,823 2,719 -3.7 84.1 82.0

Puerto Rico l/ 688,897 754,401 9.5 34,619 149,824 332.8 5.0 19.9

Virgin Islands 29,461 29,943 1.6 1,282 5,767 349.8 4.4 19.3

'Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 44,379,435 45,443,389 2.4 2,620,747 3,037,922 15.9 5.9 6.7
1

ar Preying, was calculatad based on total frcm onty those states responding to both data awns.
b/ Percentage was caiculalcd based on totals from onfy these state* met:ending to ihis data rim for both years.
e/ SEA did not press.*
di Data not repodad
e/ The LEP count lor Oregon * for LEP parbsperg and is thsrefore an undercount of the actual LEP at the rata.
V Porto Rico has responded with numbers of Limited Sciameh Proficient (LSP) shalents. BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table Bl
(2 of 3)

PUBLIC ONLY: Grades K-12 Total Enrollment, LEP Enrollment,
and Percent LEP Enrollment, by Statb: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Public K-12 Enrollment Public K-12 LEP Enrollment Public Percent LEP Enrollment a/
State 1992-93 1993-94 % Change 1)/ 1992-93 1993-94 % Change bi 1992-93 1993-94
Alabama 714,102 714,916 0.1 2,332 3,214 37.8 0.3 0.4
Alaska 120,116 121,396 1.1 13,489 26,812 98.8 11.2 22.1

Arizona 711,899 762,863 7.2 75,910 90,609 19.4 10.7 11.9

Arkansas 440,682 445,913 1.2 3,423 4,002 18.9 0.8 0.9
California 5,195,777 5,267,277 1.4 1,151,819 1,215218 5.5 22.2 23.1

Colorado 612,635 625,062 2.0 24,876 26,203 5.3 4.1 4.2
Connecticut 473,055 484,186 2.4 17,637 21,020 19.2 3.7 4.3

Delaware 104,321 105,547 1.2 1,701 1,470 -13.6 1.6 1.4

District of Columbia 80,678 80,678 0.0 4,620 4,449 -3.7 5.7 5.5

Florida 2,071,980 2,339,937 12.9 130,131 144,731 11.2 6.3 6.2

Georgia 1,200,530 1,223,407 1.9 9,803 11,731 19.7 0.8 1.0

Hawaii 176,923 180,139 1.8 11,172 11,621 4.0 6.3 6.5

Idaho 231,816 235,385 1.5 4,596 6,848 49.0 2.0 2.9

Illinois 1,833,885 1,893,077 3.2 94,471 99,637 5.5 5.2 5.3

Indiana 959,876 964,352 0.5 5,017 5,342 6.5 0.5 0.6

Iowa 495,342 497,015 0.3 4,319 5,184 20.0 0.9 1.0

Kansas 451,536 451,536 0.0 6.900 6,900 0.0 1.5 1.5

Kentucky 687,158 658,488 -4.2 1,658 2,108 27.1 0.2 0.3

Louisiana 767,457 773,779 0.8 5,878 6,239 6.1 0.8 0.8

Maine 207,779 213,800 2.9 1,713 1,763 2.9 0.8 0.8

Maryland 735,698 790,938 7.5 12,076 13,951 15.5 1.6 1.8

Massachusetts 861,468 879,663 2.1 41,580 43,690 5.1 4.8 5.0

Michigan 1,567,000 1,517,924 -3.1 37,272 45,163 21.2 2.4 3.0

Minnesota 786,413 803,101 2.1 17,979 20,108 11.8 2.3 2.5

Mississippi 505,444 505,907 0.1 1,891 1,910 1.0 0.4 0.4

Missouri 840,409 852,042 1.4 3.804 4,382 15.2 0.5 0.5

Montana 159,760 163,020 2.0 7,341 7,950 8.3 4.6 4.9

Nebraska 281,367 283,935 0.9 2,482 3,543 42.7 0.9 1.2

Nevada 222,846 235,800 5.8 11,970 14,296 19.4 5.4 6.1

New Hampshire 181,247 185,360 2.3 842 1,070 27.1 0.5 0.6

New Jersey 1,130,560 1,151,610 1.9 46,573 49,670 6.6 4.1 4.3

New Mexico 283,145 321,186 13.4 83,771 79,829 -4.7 29.6 24.9

New York 2,637,745 2,698,954 2.3 173,347 191,787 10.6 6.6 7.1

North Carolina 1,100,936 1,108,625 0.7 8,867 12,408 39.9 0.8 1.1

North Dakota 118,094 118,500 0.3 6,835 7,849 14.8 5.8 6.6

Ohio 1,841,989 1,802,605 -2.1 10,304 11,695 13.5 0.6 0.6

Oklahoma 597,096 604,155 1.2 19,368 26,259 35.6 3.2 4.3

Oregon e/ 510,122 516,611 1.3 16,359 19,651 20.1 3.2 3.8

Pennsylvania c/ c/ -- c/ CI -- --

Rhode island 145,676 147,493 1.2 7,839 8,079 3.1 5.4 5.5

South Carolina 546,988 651,422 0.7 1,502 1,965 30.8 0.2 0.3

South Dakota 135,267 135,494 0.2 4,527 3,848 -15.0 3.3 2.8

Tennessee 906,975 923,673 1.8 2,731 3,450 26.3 0.3 0.4

Texas 3,541,769 3,601,839 1.7 343,356 421,372 22.7 9.7 11.7

Utah 432,979 471.557 8.9 24,447 21,364 -12.6 5.6 4.5

Vermont 101,591 98,558 -3.0 714 848 18.8 0.7 0.9

Virginia c/ c/ -- d d -- -- --

Washington 896,475 915,694 2.1 32,339 30,461 -5.8 3.6 3.3

West Virginia c/ d -- d d -- -- --

Wisconsin 829,415 844,001 1.8 14,243 17,185 20.7 1.7 2.0

Wyoming 100,313 100,899 0.6 1,952 1,938 -0.7 1.9 1.9

!Total U.S. and D.C. 39,636,634 40,469,319 2.1 2,507,776 2,760,822 10.1 6.3 6.8

American Samoa 12,792 12,775 -0.1 12,441 12,360 -0.7 97.3 96.8

Guam c/ c/

Marshall Islands c/ 10,746 d 10,746 100.0

Micronesia d 32,249 GI 32,249 -- 100.0

Northern Marianas 7,732 7,709 -0.3 7,632 7,570 -0.8 98.7 98.2

Palau 2,653 2,614 -1.5 2,175 2,143 -1.5 82.0 82.0

Puerto Rico f/ 642,392 637,034 -0.8 32,119 149,824 366.5 5.0 23.5

Virgin islands 22,651 23,353 3.1 1,282 4,749 270.4 5.7 20.3

1Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 40,324,854 41,195,799 2.2 2,563,425 2,980,463 16.3 6.4 7.2

a/ Percentage vas cakulated hued on totais from only Owes states neponding to both data items.
b/ Percentage wee csiculated based on totals frcm only thaw states nmpondng to this data Item for both yews.
0/ SEA did not participate
di Data not reported
W The LEP count for Oregon is for LEP participabng and is therefore an undercount of the actual LEP In the Pala.
I/ Puerto Roo Iwo responded with numbers of Limited Spenieh Proficient (LSP) students. 4 0 BEST COPY AVAILABLE'



Table B1
(3 of 3)

NONPUBLIC ONLY: Grades K-12 Total Enrollment, LEP Enrollment,
and Percent LEP Enrollment, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Nonpublic K-12 Enrollment Nonpublic K-12 LEP Enrollment Nonpublic Percent LEP Enrollment a/

State 1992-93 1993-94 % Change bi 1992-93 1993-94 % Change bi 1992-93 1993-94

Alabama d/ d/ -- d/ d/

Alaska 4,581 4,417 -3.6 d d/ -- --

Arizona 36,441 45,176 24.0 7,733 4,402 -43.1 21.2 9.7

Arkansas d/ d/ -- d/ cl/ -- ..

California 554,014 574,243 3.7 d/ d/

Colorado 40,764 44,592 9.4 d/ cV

Connecticut 64,287 69,853 8.7 di at - _-

Delaware 23,238 23,582 1.5 146 114 -21.9 0.6 0.5

District of Columbia 9,941 8,859 -10.9 512 49 -90.4 5.2 0.6

Florida 200,263 221,270 10.5 d/ d/ -- --

Georgia 73,333 75,000 2.3 240 146 -39.2 0.3 0.2

Hawaii 32,774 33,173 1.2 79 140 77.2 0.2 0.4

Idaho 6,256 5,865 -6.3 20 35 75.0 0.3 0.6

Illinois 287,090 317,102 10.5 d/ d/ -- -- --

Indiana 98,570 109,518 11.1 d/ d/

Iowa 45,229 45,484 0.6 237 159 -32.9 0.5 0.3

Kansas d/ d/ d/ d/ --

Kentucky 63,800 d/ -- 80 99 23.8 0.1

Louisiana 120,508 128,173 6.4 12 38 216.7 0.0 0.0

Maine 12,567 12,865 2.4 107 123 15.0 0.9 1.0

Maryland 112,128 156,582 39.6 643 385 -40.1 0.6 0.2

Massachusetts 113,597 122.402 7.8 3,825 404 -89.4 3.4 0.3

Michigan 170,157 188,471 10.8 d/ di

Minnesota 81,631 81,697 0.1 cil d/ --

Mississippi 50,463 39,363 -22.0 1,331 1,349 1.4 2.6 3.4

Missouri 120,886 99,939 -17.3 561 383 -31.7 0.5 0.4

Montana 8,067 8,181 1.4 476 315 -33.8 5.9 3.9

Nebraska 38,242 38,570 0.9 141 171 21.3 0.4 0.4

Nevada 9,840 10,418 5.9 70 74 5.7 0.7 0.7

New Hampshire 17,951 18,651 3.9 162 56 -65.4 0.9 0.3

New Jersey 201,100 203,922 1.4 3,054 3,491 14.3 1.5 1.7

New Mexico 27,769 28,897 4.1 d/ d/ -- --

New York 469,357 469,592 0.1 21,246 24,661 16.1 4.5 5.3

North Carolina 58,024 71,227 22.8 33 20 -39.4 0.1 0.0

North Dakota 9,267 9,379 1.2 1,817 1,551 -14.6 19.6 16.5

Ohio 238,880 225,594 -5.6 821 932 13.5 0.3 0.4

Okl&vma 12,029 12,297 2.2 346 394 13.9 2.9 3.2

Oregon e/ 30,000 32,000 6.7 d/ d/ -- --

Pennsylvania d ci -- cl d
Rhode Island 25,747 26,341 2.3 511 450 -11.9 2.0 1.7

South Carolina 41,528 41,981 1.1 92 71 -22.8 0.2 0.2

South Dakota 17,562 18,503 5.4 3,670 1,590 -56.7 20.9 8.6

Tennessee 68.995 72,901 5.7 39 63 112.8 0.1 0.1

Texas 172,615 186,930 8.3 1,559 1,305 -16.3 0.9 0.7

Utah 4,118 4,313 4.7 c/ 0 -- -- --

Vermont 9,035 3,033 -66.4 9 11 22.2 0.1 0.4

Virginia cl d d c/ -- -- --

Washington 66,433 69,182 4.1 519 166 -68.0 0.8 0.2

West Virginia cl d -- cl cl -- -- --

Wisconsin 146,807 149,782 2.0 545 492 -9.7 0.4 0.3

Wyoming 820 870 6.1 75 75 0.0 9.1 8.6

1Total U.S. and D.C. 3,996,704 4,110,190 2.8 50,711 43,734 -13.8 1.3 1.1 I

American Samoa 1,802 1,875 4.1 1,531 1,585 3.5 85.0 84.5

Guam d d d d -- -- --

Marshall Islands d 5,009 d 5,009 100.0

Micronesia d 3,838 -- d 3,761 -- 98.0

Northern Marianas 2,057 2,018 -1.9 1,932 1,776 at 93.9 88.0

Palau 703 703 0.0 648 576 -11.1 92.2 81.9

Puerto Rico I/ 46,505 117,367 152.4 2,500 d/ 5.4

Virgin islands 6.810 6,590 -3.2 cl 1,016 -- 15.4

'Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 4,054,581 4,247,590 4.8 57,322 57,459 0.2 1.4 1.4 I

el Percentage was calculthod bawd on totals from only those states responding to toth data items.
bir Purcentsge Wes calculated based on totals from only thaw stelae responding to this data Item for both years.

d SEA did n.it participale
dl Dets not neportad
el The LEP count for Oregon is lor LEP participating and Is therefore an undercotrt of the actual LEP In the stew

Pueno Rico hes responded with re:11We of Limited Spanish Proficient (LSP) students
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Table B2 Number and Percent of LEP Students Reported to Have Dropped Out
or Been Retained, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

State
1992-93 LEP Dropouts 1993-94 LEP Dropouts

Number Percent a/ Number Peroent a/
1992-93 LEP Retained 1993-94 LEP Retained

Number Percent a/ Number Percent a/
Alabama o/ b/ -- b/ b/
Alaska W 2,010 7.5 0/ b/
Arizona b/ b/ -- b/ 0/
Arkansas b/ b/ b/ b/
California b/ b/ 0/ 0/

Colorado 882 3.5 858 3.3 355
Connecticut 113 0.6 b/ -- W

Delaware 6 0.3 8 0.5 65
District of Columbia b/ b/ -- b/
Florida 1,367 1.1 2,020 1.4 4,811

1.4 281 1.1

b/

3.5 b/
13/

3.7 5,821 4.0

Georgia b/ -- b/ b./ -- W --

Hawaii 28 0.2 b/ -- 514 4.6 522 4.4

Idaho 107 2.3 126 1.8 57 1.2 b/ --

Illinois 482 0.5 468 0.5 b/ -- b/ --

Indiana 16 0.3 19 0.4 174 3.5 132 2.5

Iowa 111 2.4 95 1.8 63 1.4 72 1.3

Kansas 171 2.5 b/ -- 96 1.4 W --

Kentucky 11 0.6 13 0.6 5 0.3 11 0.5

Louisiana 96 1.6 70 1.1 178 3.0 273 4.3

Maine 15 0.8 14 0.7 5 0.3 til --

Maryland 122 1.0 208
Massachusetts 708 1.6 b/

Michigan b/ -- b/

Minnesota 341 1.9 379

Mississippi 26 0.8 33

1.5 sa 0.7 162 1.1

b/ b/
b/ -- W

1.9 395 2.2 307 1.5

1.0 146 4.5 130 4.0

Missouri 5 0.1 b/ -- 21 0.5 W

Montana 127 1.6 285 3.4 113 1.4 b/

Nebraska 121 4.6 226 6.1 ao 3.0 232 6.2

Nevada 120 1.0 263 1.8 159 1.3 248 1.7

New Hampshire b/ b/ -- b/ -- b/

New Jersey 530
New Mexico 1,848
New York b/
North Carolina 147

North Dakota

1.1 598 1.1 b/ -- b/ --

2.2 655 0.8 1,077 1.3 606 0.8
b/ b/ -- W --

1.7 209 1 7 209 2.3 347 2.8

0.0 b/ 0 0.0 b/ --

Ohio 20
Oklahoma 348
Oregon b/
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island 13

0.2
1.8

0.2

172
297

b/

c./

b/

1.4
1.1

474 4.3 298 2.4
731 C.7 b/ --

13/ -- b/

0 0
b/ b/

South Carolina 17 1.1 11 0.5 29 1.8 56 2.8
South Dakota 116 1.4 115 2.1 113 1.4 143 2.6

Tennessee 66 2.4 156 4.4 70 2.5 142 4.0

Texas b/ -- 0/ -- b/ -- bl --

Utah 598 2.4 598 2.8 b/ W

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

5.5
--

2.4
0.6

8
c./

823
ct

361

24

0.9
--

2.7
--

2.0
1.2

b/
c/

342
c/

288
27

c./

1.0 844 2.8
c./

1.9 453
1.3 21

2.6
1.0

'Total U.S. and D.C. 10,858 1.6 11,122 1.7 10,685 2.4 11,101 2.61

American Samoa
Guam
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Northern Marianas
Palau
Puerto Rico cl/
Virgin Islands

0

C./

c/
c/
b/
0

b/
b/

0.0

0.0

19

c/
646

b/
74

b/
13/

0.1

4.1

0.8

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Total U.S., D.C.,
and Territories 10,858 1.5 11,861 1.7 10,565 2.3 11,101 2.5

W Percentage was cabctialsd based on totals hom only thaw states responding to the swift deka itsrn and the total LEP snitillnient.
W Data not reportorl.
c/ SEA did not participate.
rl/ Puerto Pico bee reaPontled enlh cumbers 04 Leretee %Alvah Proecient (LSP) students a/Porcentsgs was dilVtalsd bawd on totais 4mm orty those atolls rsoporldng to both data darns.
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Table B3
(1 of 2)

State

Number and Percent of LEP Students Scoring Below the State Norm,
by Subject Area Tested and State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

1992-93 English Reading 1993-94 English/Reading 1992-93 Mathematics 1993-94 Mathematics

Number Percent a/ Number Percent a/ Number Percent a/ Number Percent al

Alabama 1,679 72.0 1,249 38.9 1,125 48.2 736 22.9

Alaska b/ -- 7,978 29.8 b/ b/ -
Arizona 25,670 . 30.7 b/ -- 25,181 30.1 b/

Arkansas b/ -- b/ b/ IV

California b/ b/ b/ b/

Colorado 13,423 54.0 10,194 38.9 6,854 27.6 4,312 16.5

Connecticut b/ 1,034 4.9 b/ -- 1,009 4.8

Delaware b/ 120 7.6 b./ 148 9.3

District of Columbia b/ b/ -- b/ b/ --

Florida b/ 9,150 6.3 b/ 6,180 4.3

Georgia b/ b/ -- b/ -- b/ --

Hawaii 3,485 31.0 3,451 29.3 2,487 22.1 2,532 21.5

Idaho 1,464 31.7 2,589 37.6 1,190 25.8 2,019 29.3

Illinois b/ b/ -- b/ -- b/ --

Indiana 5,017 100.0 5,342 100.0 b/ b/

Iowa 550 12.1 1,787 33.4 450 9.9 1,318 24.7

Kansas 1,322 19.2 6,500 94.2 745 10.8 2^.., 46.7

Kentucky 160 9.2 665 30.1 69 4.0 .4-x. 13.5

Louisiana 2,400 40.7 2,431 38.7 1,331 22.6 1,575 25.1

Maine 387 21.3 1,640 87.0 387 21.3 1,640 87.0

Maryland b/ b/ b/ b/

Massachusetts b/ b/ b/ b/ --

Michigan b/ -- b/ -- b/ -- b/ -
Minnesota 7,752 43.1 7,196 35.8 5,539 30.8 5,155 25.6

Mississippi 1,564 48.5 2,226 38.3 1,232 38.2 1,846 56.6

Missouri 645 14.8 637 13.4 605 13.9 548 11.5

Montana 2,470 31.6 2,934 35.5 b/ -- b/ --

Nebraska 301 11.5 586 15.8 279 10.6 521 14.0

Nevada 1,481 12.3 1,068 7.4 1,141 9.5 896 5.2

New Hampshire 326 32.5 308 27.4 202 20.1 b/ --

New Jersey 1,759 3.5 16,665 31.3 1,399 2.8 13,071 24.6

New Mexico 28,805 34.4 20,632 25.8 24,199 28.9 13,471 16.9

New York 80.472 41 4 102,808 47.5 35,141 18.1 15,588 7.2

North Carolina b/ -- 2,814 22.6 b/ -- 2,394 19.3

North Dakota b/ 2,773 29.5 b/ 2,773 29.5

Ohio 3,451 31.0 3,280 26.0 1,959 17.6 1,810 14.3

Oklahoma 6,399 32.5 8,720 32.7 4,4.80 22.7 6,893 25.9

Oregon b/ -- b/ -- b/ -- b/

Pennsylvania d -- c/ d d
Rhode Island 7,839 93.9 b/ b/ b/

South Carolina b/ -- b/ -- b/ Id --

South Dakota 2,064 25.2 3.453 63.5 1,935 23.6 3,145 57.8

Tennessee 1,000 36.1 1,114 31.5 567 20.5 741 21.0

Texas 102,259 29.6 68,505 16.2 102,951 29.8 67,637 16.0

Utah 148 0.6 148 0.7 323 1.3 323 1.5

Vermont b/ -- b/ b/ b/ --

Virginia c/ d c/ -- 0/ d CI --

Washington b/ -- 19,342 63.2 131 5,043 16.5

West Virginia CI c/ cl -- c/ 0/ c/ --

Wisconsin 270 1.8 153 0.9 202 1.4 85 0.5

Wyoming 530 45.9 890 44.2 382 18.8 280 13.9

1Total U.S. and D.C. 305,493 31.6 320.382 25.8 222,355 23.5 167,210 140

American Samoa 6,888 49.3 6,861 49.2 3,549 25.4 3,458 24.8

Guam d c/ cl c/ d d --

Marshall Islands c./ c/ 11,659 74.0 cl d 11,859 74.0

Micronesia c/ ol 151 0.4 c/ d 239 0.7

Northern Marianas b/ b/ -- bl -- b/ -
Palau b/ b/ b/ -- b/ --

Puerto Rico d/ 55 0.0 55 0.0 40 0.0 40 0.0

Virgin Islands 375 29.3 385 6.7 328 25.6 338 5.9

Total U.S., D.C.,
and Territories 312,811 27 7 339,493 23.2 226,272 20.4 182,944 12.9

a/ Percentage was cakcigsted baud on took from only awes WWI secondly to the speak data darn and am total LEP onnalmort
01 Data not repined.
cr SEA did nal participate.
ci/ Puerto Rico has respcoded with numbers of Limited Spanish Proficient (LSP) student*.
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Table 83
(2 of 2)

Number and Percent of LEP Students Scoring Below the State Norm,
by Subject Area Tested and State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

1992-93 Science 1993-94 Science 1992-93 Social Studies 1993-94 Social Studies

State Number Percent a/ Number Percent a/ Number Percent Eil Number Percent a/

Alabama b/ b/ b/ -- b/
Alaska b/ b/ tv b/

Arizona b/ b/ b/ b/

Arkansas b/ b/ b/ LI/

Califomla b/ b/ b/ b/

Colorado b/ b/ b/ b/

Connecticut b/ b/ b/ b/

Delaware b/ b/ b/ b/

District of Columbia b/ b/ W b/

Florida b/ bi b/ b/

Georgia b/ b/ b/ b1

Hawaii b/ W b/ b/

Idaho b/ b/ b/ b/

Illinois b/ b/ b/ b/

Indiana bl W b/ b/

Iowa 165 3.6 846 15.8 181 4.0 915 17.1

Kansas 148 2.1 b/ -- b/ -- b/

Kentucky 71 4.1 390 17.7 95 5.5 101 4.6

Louisiana 1,147 19.5 1,312 20.9 1,137 19.3 1,339 21.3

Maine 387 21.3 1,640 87.0 b/ -- 1,640 87.0

Maryland b/
Massachusetts b/

Michigan b/

Minnesota 1,700

Mississippi b/

9.5

b/ b/ b/

b/ bl b/

b/ -- b/ -- bl --

3,341 16.6 1,134 6.3 3,354 16.7

403 12.4 b/ -- 425 13.0

Missouri 546 12.5 500 10.5 552 12.6 530 11.1

Montana b/ b/ b/ -- b/

Nebraska b/ b/ b/ b/

Nevada b/ b/ b/ -- b/

New Hampshire 200 19.9 b/ 222 22.1 b/

New Jersey b/
New Mexico 15,924

New York b/

North Carolina b/

North Dakota b/

b/ -- b/ -- b/ --

19.0 9,296 11.6 16,115 19.2 10,632 13.3

b/ -- b/ _. b/ --

1,492 12.0 b/ 1,917 15.4

2,773 29.5 b/ 2,773 29.5

Ohio 872 7.8 916 7.3 1,068 9.6 1,022 8.1

Oklahoma 1,251 6.3 b/ -- 1,251 6.3 737 2.8

Oregon b/ -- b/ b/ -- b/ --

Pennsylvania d d d d
Rhode Island b/ b/ b/ b/

South Carolina b/ b/ b/ b/

South Dakota b/ b/ b/ b/

Tennessee b/ -- b/ b/ -- b/

Texas 54,353 15.8 b/ 53,934 15.6 b/

Utah 114 0.5 114 0.5 o 0.0 b/

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

b/
c/
b/

c/
205

340

b/
Cl

2,535

c/
72

319

8.3

--

0.4

15.8

b/
c/
b/
c/

193

b/

Cl

c./

1.3

b/
Cl

2,320

c/
54

b/

7.6

0.3

ITotal U.S. and D.C. 77,423 14.2 25,949 11.3 75,882 14.2 27,769 11.9 I

American Samoa

Guam
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Northern Marianas
Palau

Puerto Rico d/
Virgin Islands

4,271

c/
c/

Cl

b/
b/

b/
313

30.6

c/

Cl

c/

24.4

b/
Cl

11,659

b/
b/
b/
b/

323

5,327

Cl

74.0 ci

b/

b/

5.6 332

38.1

Cl

Cl

Cl

25.9

b/

Cl

b/

b/

b/

b/

342 5.9

Total U.S., D.C.,
and Territories 82,007 14.6 37,931 15.1 81,541 14.8 28,101 11.8

a/ Percantaga was caicialed based on totals Imen only those stable meponding to the specific data Man and the total LEP enrollment.

b/ Data not reported.
c/ SEA did not participate.
d/ Puatto Rico Me responded witi numbers ot Limited Spanish Prokient (LSP) students,

t.)
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Table B5
(1 of 2)

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
American Samoa
Guam
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Northern Marianas
Palau
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands
ITotal Number Using Method 44 45 39 40 44 35

Methods Used to Identify LEP Students, by State: 1993-94

Student Teacher Teacher Parent Student
Records Observation Interview Referral Information Grades

IYES YES YES YES YES YES
YES YES NO NO YES NO
NO NO NO YES YES NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

NO NO NO NO YES NO
YES YES YES NO NO NO
YES YES YES YES YES YES

NO NO NO NO NO NO iYES NO NO YES YES NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES
YES YES NO YES YES YES

Y IYES YES YES YES YES YES

ES YES YES YES YES YES

YES NO NO NO NO YES

NO YES YES NO NO YES

Y IYES YES YES YES YES YES

ES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES NO IYES YES YES YES YES YES

NO NO NO YES NO NO

YES YES NO YES YES NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES I
YES YES NO YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES NO I
NO YES YES NO NO YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES I
YES YES YES P YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES
YES YES NO YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES ia/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/

NO NO NO NO NO NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES
YES YES YES YES YES YES IYES YES YES YES YES YES

NO NO NO NO NO NO

YES YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES NO YES YES NO Ia/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/

YES YES YES YES YES NO

a/ a/ a/ al at al
YES YES YES YES YES YES INO YES YES YES YES YES

YES YES YES YES YES YES

a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/

NO NO NO NO NO NO INO NO NO NO NO NO

YES YES YES NO NO NO

YES YES NO NO YES YES

YES YES YES NO YES NO IYES YES YES NO YES NO

a/ SEA cad not participate.



Table B5
(2 of 2)

State
Home Language

Survey

Methods Used to Identify LEP Students, by State: 1993-94

Informal Language Achievement Criterion
Assessment Proficiency Test Test Referenced Test Other

Alabama YES NO YES YES NO NO
Alaska YES NO YES YES YES YES
Arizona YES YES YES YES YES NO
Arkansas YES YES YES YES YES NO
California YES YES YES YES YES YES
Colorado YES NO YES YES NO NO
Connecticut YES NO YES YES YES NO
Delaware YES YES YES NO NO YES
District of Columbia YES YES YES YES NO NO
Florida YES NO YES YES YES YES
Georgia YES YES YES YES YES YES
Hawaii NO NO YES YES NO NO
Idaho YES YES YES YES NO YES
Illinois YES NO YES YES YES YES
Indiana YES NO YES NO NO NO
Iowa YES NO YES YES NO NO
Kansas YES YES YES YES NO NO
Kentucky YES YES YES YES YES YES
Louisiana YES YES YES YES YES YES
Maine YES YES YES YES YES YES
Maryland YES YES YES YES YES YES
Massachusetts YES YES YES NO NO NO
Michigan YES NO YES NO NO NO
Minnesota YES YES YES YES NO NO
Mississippi YES YES YES YES NO YES
Missouri YES YES YES YES YES YES
Montana YES NO YES YES NO NO
Nebraska YES YES YES YES NO NO
Nevada YES YES YES YES NO NO
New Hampshire YES YES YES NO NO YES
New Jersey YES NO YES YES NO YES
New Mexico YES YES YES YES YES NO
New York YES NO YES YES NO NO
North Carolina YES YES YES YES NO NO
North Dakota YES YES YES YES NO NO
Ohio YES YES YES NO NO YES
Oklahoma YES YES YES YES YES YES
Oregon YES YES YES YES NO NO
Pennsylvania a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/
Rhode Island YES YES YES YES NO YES
South Carolina YES YES YES YES YES YES
South Dakota YES YES YES YES NO NO
Tennessee YES YES YES YES YES NO
Texas YES NO YES YES YES YES
Utah YES YES YES YES YES NO
Vermont YES YES YES NO NO NO
Virginia a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/
Washington YES NO YES YES NO NO
West Virginia a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/
Wisconsin YES YES YES YES YES YES
Wyoming YES YES YES YES NO YES
American Samoa YES NO YES YES YES NO
Guam a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ a/
Northern Marianas NO NO NO NO NO NO
Micronesia YES NO NO YES NO NO
Northern Marianas NO NO NO NO NO NO
Palau YES YES NO NO NO YES
Puerto Rico YES YES YES NO NO YES
Vir In Islands YES YES YES NO NO YES
Total Number Usin Method 52 36 51 43 21 25

a/ SEA did not participate.

I



Table 86
(1 of 3)

Total LEP Students Enrolled In Special Programs to Meet Their
Educational Needs, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Total LEP Enrollment Total LEP Enrolled In Spedal Programa

Percent LEP Enrolled In
Special Programs

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 1993-94 % Change 8/ 1992-93 b/ 1993-94 b/

Alabama 2,332 3,214 2,261 3,180 40.6 97.0 98.9

Alaska 13,489 26,812 13,489 13,385 -0.8 100.0 49.9

Arizona 83,643 95,011 75,781 83,305 9.9 90.6 87.7

Arkansas 3,423 4,002 1,502 4,002 166.4 43.9 100.0

California 1,151,819 1,215,218 893.956 892,470 -0.2 77.6 73.4

Colorado 24,876 26,203 17,314 21,062 21.6 69.6 80.4

Connecticut 17,637 21,020 12,897 13,813 7.1 73.1 65.7

Delaware 1,847 1,584 1,079 1,140 5.7 58.4 72.0

District of Columbia 5,132 4,498 4,614 4,362 -5.5 89.9 97.0

Florida 130,131 144,731 119,520 144,731 21.1 91.8 100.0

Georgia 10,043 11,877 7.329 8,540 16.5 73.0 71.9

Hawaii 11,251 11,761 11,172 11,761 5.3 99.3 100.0

Idaho 4,616 6,883 4,579 5,677 24.0 99.2 82.5

Illinois 94,471 99,637 95,297 99,178 4.1 100.9 99.5

Indiana 5,017 5,342 1,767 2,284 29.3 35.2 42.8

Iowa 4,556 5,343 3,963 4,642 16.5 87.4 86.9

Kansas 6,900 6,900 6,597 6,597 0.0 95.6 95.6

Kentucky 1,738 2,207 1,306 1,691 29.5 75.1 76.6

Louisiana 5,890 6,277 5,235 5,749 9.8 88.9 91.6

Maine 1,820 1,886 1,283 1,560 21.6 70.5 82.7

Maryland 12,719 14,336 12,513 14,260 14.0 98.4 99.5

Massachusetts 45,405 44,094 38,849 38,285 -1.5 85.6 86.8

Michigan 37,272 45,163 20,708 23,164 11.9 55.6 51.3

Minnesota 17,979 20,108 15,671 17,286 10.3 87.2 86.0

Mississippi 3.222 3,259 2,148 1,081 -49.7 66.7 33.2

Missouri 4,365 4,765 2.866 2,315 -40.1 88.6 48.6

Montana 7,817 8,265 3,338 3,671 10.0 42.7 44.4

Nebraska 2,623 3,714 1,251 3,094 147.3 47.7 83.3

Nevada 12,040 14,370 11,495 13,960 21.4 95.5 97.1

New Hampshire 1,004 1,126 619 808 30.5 61.7 71.8

New Jersey 49,627 53,161 46,573 49,670 6.6 93.8 93.4

New Mexico 83.771 79,829 67,028 64,592 -3.6 80.0 80.9

New York 194,593 216,448 152,032 187,982 23.6 78.1 86.8

North Carolina 8,900 12,428 6,601 8,247 24.9 74.2 66.4

North Dakota 8.652 9,400 3,267 2,773 -15.1 37.8 29.5

Ohio 11,125 12,627 9,465 9,695 2.4 85.1 76.8

Oklahoma 19,714 26,653 17,679 20,374 15.2 89.7 76.4

Oregon e/ 16,359 19,651 16,359 19,651 20.1 100.0 100.0

Pennsylvania c/ c/ c/ c/ -- -- --

Rhode Island 8,350 8,529 7,839 8,079 3.1 93 9 94.7

South Carolina 1,594 2,036 1,389 1,838 32.3 87.1 90.3

South Dakota 8,197 5,438 4,977 2,527 -49.2 60.7 46.5

Tennessee 2,770 3,533 2,622 3,195 21.9 94.7 90.4

Texas 344,915 422,677 313,654 398,022 26.9 90.9 94.2

Utah 24,447 21,364 10,068 18,879 87.5 41.2 88.4

Vermont 723 859 363 496 36.6 50.2 57.7

Virginia c./ c/ c/ d -- -- --

Washington 32,858 30,627 32,339 28,465 -12.0 98.4 92.9

West Virginia c/ d c/ d -- -- --

Wisconsin 14,788 17,677 12,665 14,203 12.1 85.6 80.3

Wyoming 2,027 2,013 980 770 -21.4 48.3 38.3

1Total U.S. and D.C. 2,558,487 2,804,556 2,097,319 2,286,511 9.0 82.0 81.51

American Samoa 13,972 13,945 6,766 6,760 -0.1 48.4 48.5

Guam Cl c/ Cl Cl Cl --

Marshall Islands d 15,755 Cl 3,060 d 19.4

Micronesia of 36,010 Cl 36,010 Cl 100.0

Northern Marianas 9,564 9,346 5,448 6,501 19.3 57.0 69.6

Palau 2,823 2,719 1,847 2,258 22.3 65.4 83.0

Puerto Rico I/ 34,619 149,824 4,875 12,728 161.1 14.1 8.5

Virgin Islands 1,282 5.767 1,028 2,030 97.5 80.2 35.2

Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 2,620,747 3,037,922 2,117,283 2,355,858 11.3 80.8 77.5

W Porcentage was cakulated besed on totals from only those statue responding to this data earn for both years.
W Percentage was calcuislad based on totals keen only twee states responding lo both dela Mew

c/ SEA did not participate.
d/ Data nO1 Waned.
se Taw LEP count for Oregon as for LEP partiapabng and is thank(' an undercount of the a:kW LEP in the state.
l/ Puma Rico hes responded wrth numbers of Landed Spanish Proficient (LSP) students. BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table B6
(2 of 3)

PUBLIC ONLY: LEP Students Enrolled In Special Programs to Meet Their
Educational Needs, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Public LEP Enrollment Public LEP Enrolled In Special Programe

Percent Public LEP Enrolled
in Special Programs

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 1993-94 % Change a/ 1992-93 b/ 1993-94 b/

Alabama 2,332 3,214 2,261 3,180 40.8 97.0 98.9

Alaska 13,489 26,812 13,489 13,385 0.8 100.0 49.9

Arizona 75,910 90,609 73,263 82,224 12.2 98.5 90.7

Arkansas 3,423 4,002 1,502 4,002 166.4 43.9 100.0

California 1,151,819 1,215.218 893,956 892,470 -0.2 77.8 73.4

Colorado 24,876 26,203 17,314 21,062 21.6 69.6 80.4

Connecticut 17,637 21,020 12,897 13,813 7.1 73.1 65.7

Delaware 1,701 1,470 1,079 1,140 5.7 63.4 77.6

District of Columbia 4,620 4,449 4,520 4,345 -3.9 97.8 97.7

Florida 130,131 144,731 119,520 144,731 21.1 91.8 100.0

Georgia 9,803 11,731 7.329 8,540 16.5 74.8 72.8

Hawaii 11,172 11,621 11,172 11,621 4.0 103.0 100.0

Idaho 4,596 6,848 4,559 5,642 23.8 99.2 82.4

Illinois 94,471 99,637 95,297 99,178 4.1 100.9 99.5

Indiana 5,017 5,342 1,767 2.284 29.3 35.2 42.8

Iowa 4,319 5,184 3,953 4,614 16.7 91.5 89.0

Kansas 6,900 6,900 6,597 6,597 0.0 95.6 95.6

Kentucky 1,658 2,108 1,295 1,679 29.7 78.1 79.6

Louisiana 5,878 6.239 5,233 5,730 9.5 39.0 91.8

Maine 1,713 1,763 1,207 1,477 22.4 70.5 83.8

Maryland 12,076 13,951 12,076 13,951 15.5 100.0 100.0

Massachusetts 41 580 43,690 38,636 38,285 -0.9 92.9 87.6

Michigan 37,272 45,163 20,708 23,164 11.9 55.6 51.3

Minnesota 17,979 20,108 15,671 17,288 10.3 87.2 86.0

Mississippi 1,891 1,910 1,316 1,081 -17.9 69.6 56.6

Missouri 3,804 4,382 3,705 2,313 -37.6 97.4 52.8

Montana 7,341 7,950 3,240 3,422 5.6 44.1 43.0

Nebraska 2,482 3,543 1,225 2,967 142.2 49.4 83.7

Nevada 11,970 14,296 11,447 13,913 21.5 95.6 97.3

New Hampshire 842 1,070 514 773 5t.4 61.0 72.2

New Jersey 46,573 49,670 46,573 49,670 6.6 100.0 100.0

New Mexico 83,771 79,829 67,028 64,592 -3.6 80.0 80.9

New York 173.347 191,787 149,819 180,509 20.5 86.4 94.1

North Carolina 8,867 12,408 6,568 8,227 25.3 74.1 66.3

North Dakota 6,835 7,849 2,886 2,444 -15.3 42.2 31.1

Ohio 10,304 11,695 9,029 9,336 3.4 87.6 79.8

Oklahoma 19,368 26,259 17,612 20,334 15.5 90.9 77.4

Oregon e/ 16,359 19,651 16,359 19,651 20.1 100.0 100.0

Pennsylvania c/ CI o/ e/ .. .. ..

Rhode Island 7,839 8,079 7,839 8,079 3.1 100.0 100.0

South Carolina 1,502 1,965 1,306 1,782 36.4 87.0 90.7

South Dakota 4,527 3,848 2,448 2,234 -8.7 54.1 58.1

Tennessee 2,731 3,450 2,598 3,136 20.7 95.1 90.9

Texas 343,356 421,372 312,095 396,717 27.1 90.9 94.1

Utah 24,447 21,364 10,068 18,879 87.5 41.2 88.4

Vermont 714 848 360 496 37.8 50.4 58.5

Virginia cl cl cl a/

Washington 32,339 30,461 32,339 28,363 -12.3 100.0 93.1

West Virginia cl c/ c./ cl _.

Wisconsin 14,243 17,185 12,547 13,953 11.2 88.1 81.2

Wyoming 1,952 1,938 930 750 -19.4 47.6 38.7

'Total U.S. and D.C. 2.507,776 2,760,822 2,085,152 2,274,021 9.1 83.1 82.4

American Samoa 12,441 12,360 5,847 5,809 -0.6 47.0 47.0

Guam oi c/ d ci e
Marshall Islands c/ 10,746 d 3,030 d 28.2

Micronesia c/ 32,249 d 32,249 -- d 100.0

Northern Marianas 7,632 7.570 5,448 6,501 19.3 71.4 85.9

Palau 2,175 2,143 1,588 2,000 25.9 73.0 93.3

Puerto Rico 1/ 32 119 149,824 4,875 12,728 161.1 15.2 8.5

Virgin Islands d 1,282 4,749 1,028 2,030 97.5 80.2 42.7

(Total U.S.. D.C.. and Territories 2,563,425 2,980,463 2,103,938 2,338,368 11 1 82.1 78.51

a/ Percentage was calculalecl based on total* from only thom states responc14 to this data item for both years.
b/ Percentage was calculated based on totals from only etas slates reepondIng to both dela terra.
cl SEA did not participate.
6/ Data not raportad.
ar The LEP caul lor Oregon a for LEP participating and is therefore an underoount of the falual LEP in the state.
U Puerto Rico hes responded with numbers of Limited Sperrah Prollciont ILSP) *dente. BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table B6
(3 of 3)

NONPUBLIC ONLY: LEP Students Enrolled In Special Programs to Meet Their
Educational Needs, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Nonpublic LEP Enrollment Nonpublic LEP Enrolled In Special Programs

Percent Nonpublic LEP
In Special Programs

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 1393-94 % Change 8/ 1992-93 b/ 1993-94 b/

Alabama d/ d/ d/ d/ --

Alaska 0 d/ 0 d/ 0.0 --

Arizona 7,733 4,402 2,518 1,081 -57.1 32.6 24.6

Arkansas d/ d/ d/ d/ --

California d/ d/ d/ d/

Colorado d/ d/ d/ d/

Connecticut d/ d/ 0 d/ 0.0

Delaware 146 114 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

District of Columbia 512 49 94 17 -81.9 18.4 34.7

Florida d/ d/ d/ d/

Georgia 240 146 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Hawaii 79 140 0 140 0.0 100.0

Idaho 20 35 20 35 75.0 100.0 100.0

Illinois d/ d/ 0 d/ 0.0

Indiana d/ d/ d/ d/

Iowa 237 159 30 28 -6.7 12.7 17.6

Kansas d/ di d/ cll -- --

Kentucky 80 99 11 12 9.1 13.8 12.1

Louisiana 12 38 2 19 850.0 16.7 50.0

Maine 107 123 76 83 9.2 71.0 67.5

Maryland 643 385 437 309 -29.3 68.0 80.3

Massachusetts 3,625 404 213 0 -100.0 5.6 0.0

Michigan d/ d/ d/ d/ --

Minnesota d di d/ di

Mississippi 1,331 1,349 832 d/ 62.5

Missouri 561 383 161 2 -98.8 28.7 0.5

Montana 476 315 98 249 154.1 20.6 79.0

Nebraska 141 171 26 127 388.5 18.4 74.3

Nevada 70 74 48 47 -2.1 68.6 63.5

New Hampshire 162 56 105 35 -66.7 64.8 62.5

New Jersey 3,054 3,491 d/ W

New Mexico d/ d./ d/ d/ -- -- --

New York 21,246 24,661 2,213 7,473 237.7 10.4 30.3

North Carolina 33 20 33 20 -39.4 100.0 100.0

North Dakota 1,817 1,551 381 329 -13.6 21.0 21.2

Ohio 821 932 436 359 -17.7 53.1 38.5

Oklahoma 346 394 67 40 -40.3 19.4 10.2

Oregon d/ d/ d/ d/ -- -- --

Pennsylvania c/ d c./ d
Rhode Island 511 450 0 d/ 0.0

South Carolna 92 71 83 56 -32.5 90.2 78.9

South Dakota 3,670 1,590 2,529 293 -88.4 68.9 18.4

Tennessee 39 83 24 59 145.8 61.5 71.1

Texas 1,559 1,305 1,559 1,305 -16.3 100.0 103.0

Utah 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Vermont 9 11 3 0 -100.0 33.3 0.0

Virginia Cl Cl Cl

Washington 519 166 dl 102 61.4

West Virginia ci c/ ci c/ --

Wisconsin 545 492 118 250 111.9 21.7 50.8

Wyoming 75 75 50 20 -60.0 66.7 26.7

Total U.S. and D.C. 50,711 43,734 12,167 12,490 2.7 24.0 28.6

American Samoa 1.531 1,585 919 951 3.5 60.0 60.0

Guam c/ cl cl cl al --

Marshall Islands cl 5,009 c/ 30 cr 0.6

Micronesia c../ 3,761 d 3,761 c/ 100.0

Northern Marianas 1,932 1,776 o di 0.0 --

Palau 648 576 259 258 -0.4 40.0 44.8

Puerto Rico t/ 2,500 d/ 0 d/ 0.0 --

Virgin Islands d 0 1,018 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

!Total U.S., D.C., and Territories 57,322 57,459 13,345 17,490 31.1 23.3 30.41

W Percentage tvas calculated based al totals from only those statue rettoondlrg to die data Item for SoM years.
b/ Percentage Was we:dated bawd on totals lran on'y dote states reepondIng to both data dans.
c/ SEA did not parbapate.
d/ Data not reported.
I/ Puerto taco has responded wtth narrates ol Limited Spool Prue:Hint (I..SP) students G 13ES1 COPY AVAILABLE



Table B7 Public LEP Students Who Could Benefit From, but are not Enrolled in, Special
Programs to Meet Their Educational Needs, by State: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Percent Public LEP Not
Public LEP Enrollment Public LEP Not in Special Programs Enrolled In Special Programs

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 1993-94 % Change ai 1992-93 hi 1993-94 h/

Alabama 2,332 3,214 71 34 -52.1 3.0 1.1

Alaska 13,489 26,812 0 13,427 -- 0.0 50.1

Arizona 75,910 90,609 2,647 8,385 216.8 3.5 9.3

Arkansas 3,423 4,002 1,921 0 -100.0 56.1 0.0

California 1,151,819 1,215,218 257,863 322,748 25.2 22.4 26.6

Colorado 24,876 26,203 7,562 5,141 -32.0 30.4 19.8

Connecticut 17,637 21,020 4,740 7,207 52.0 26.9 34.3

Delaware 1,701 1,470 622 330 -46.9 36.6 22.4

District of Columbia 4,620 4,449 100 104 4.0 2.2 2.3

Florida 130,131 144,731 10,610 0 - 8.2 0.0

Georgia 9,803 11,731 2,474 3,191 29.0 25.2 27.2

Hawaii 11,172 11,621 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Idaho 4,596 6,848 37 1,206 3,159.5 0.8 17.6

Illinois 94,471 99,637 0 459 -- 0.0 0.5

Indiana 5,017 5,342 3,250 3.058 -5.9 64.8 57.2

Iowa 4,319 5,184 366 570 55.7 8.5 11.0

Kansas 6,900 6,900 303 303 0.0 4.4 4.4

Kentucky 1,658 2,108 250 429 71.6 15.1 20.4

Louisiana 5,878 6,239 645 509 -21.1 11.0 8.2

Maine 1,713 1,763 506 286 -43.5 29.5 16.2

Maryland 12,076 13,951 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Masmchusetts 41,580 43,690 2,944 5,405 83.6 7.1 12.4

Michigan 37,272 45,163 16,564 21,999 32.8 44.4 48.7

Minnesota 17,979 20,108 2,308 2,822 22.3 12.8 14.0

Mississippi 1,891 1,910 575 829 44.2 30.4 43.4

Missouri 3,804 4,382 99 2,069 1,989.9 2.6 47.2

Montana 7,341 7,950 4,101 4,529 10.4 55.9 57.0

Nebraska 2,482 3,543 1,257 576 -54.2 50.6 16.3

Nsvada 11,970 14,296 523 383 -26.8 4.4 2.7

New Hampshire 842 1,070 328 297 -9.5 39.0 27.8

New Jersey 46.573 49,670 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

New Mexico 83,771 79,829 16,743 15,237 -9.0 20.0 19.1

New York 173,347 191,787 23,528 11,278 -52.1 13.6 5.9

North Carolina 8,867 12,408 2,299 4,181 81.9 25.9 33.7

North Dakota 6,835 7,849 3,949 5,405 36.9 57.8 68.9

Ohio 10,304 11,695 1,275 2,359 85.0 12.4 20.2

Oklahoma 19,368 26,259 1,756 5,925 :I37.4 9.1 22.6

Oregon e/ 16,359 19,651 d/ 0 0.0

Pennsylvania c./ G c/ c/ Cl --

Rhode Island 7,839 8,079 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

South Carolina 1,502 1,965 128 183 43.0 8.5 9.3

South Dakota 4,527 3,848 2,079 1.614 -22.4 45.9 41.9

Tennessee 2,731 3,450 133 314 136.1 4.9 9.1

Texas 343,356 421,372 31,261 24,655 -21.1 9.1 5.9

Utah 24,447 21.364 14,279 2,485 -82.6 58.4 11.6

Vermont 714 848 354 352 -0.6 49.6 41.5

Virginia el c/ G c/ c/ --

Washington 32,339 30,461 0 2,098 0.0 6.9

West Virginia cl ci G c./ c/ --

Wisconsin 14,243 17,185 1,696 3,232 90.6 11.9 18.8

Wyoming 1,952 1,938 956 1,188 24.3 49.0 61.3

Total U.S. and D.C. 2,507,776 2,760,822 423,102 486.801 15.1 16.9 17.6

American Samoa 12,441 12,360 6,477 6,551 1.1 52.1 53.0

Guam Cl Cl Cl Cl

Marshall Islands 10,746 Cl 7,716 71.8

Micronesia ci 32,249 Cl 0 -- --

Northern Marianas 7,632 7,570 3,483 1,069 -69.3 45.6 14.1

Palau 2,175 2,143 587 143 -75.6 27.0 6.7

Puerto Rico f/ 32,119 149,824 27,244 137,096 403.2 84.8 91.5

Virgin Islands 1,282 4,749 1,561 2,719 74.2 121.8 57.3

[Total U.S., D.C., and Territones 2,563,425 2,980,463 462,454 642,095 38.8 18.0 21.5i

W Parcelling was cakulated based on tot& from ad,/ Mow states reepordng to Ma data Nam for tot yews.
b/ Percentage wee calculated based on totals from only those stated moaning to both data items.
c/ SEA did not participant.
di Data not reported.
el The LEP count for Oregon is for LEP participating and ia therefore an undercount of the actual LEP In the state.

U Puerto Rico hes responded alth numbers or Umitad Spar*, Prof.:sent (LSP) students.
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Table B8
(1 of 8)

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number in Chapter 1 Percent In Chapter 1 Number In Migrant Percent In Migrant

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 8/ 1993-94 a/ 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/

Alabama b/ b/ -- -- bi b/ --

Alaska 1,298 1,415 10.0 5.3 1,218 2,416 9.0 9.0

Arizona 15,938 15,581 19.0 16.4 8,265 7,049 10.0 7.4

..rkansas 144 b/ 4.0 -- 3,068 3,402 90.0 85.0

.;alitomia 471,263 542,316 41.0 44.6 111,844 166,679 10.0 13.7

Colorado 1,978 2,341 8.0 8.9 1987 2,931 7.0 11.2

Connecticut 9,568 7,812 54.0 37.2 2,550 5,000 14.0 23.8

Delaware 278 292 15.0 18.4 178 242 10.0 15.3

District of Columbia 2,629 1,978 51.0 44.0 150 b/ 3.0 --

Florida 17,806 22,740 14.0 15.7 4,342 6,425 3.0 4.4

Georgia 1,000 1,307 10.0 11.0 549 b/ 5.0 --

Hawaii 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Idaho 2,273 1,354 49.0 19.7 2,669 2,498 58.0 36.3

Illinois 1,968 395 2.0 0.4 1,166 811 1.0 0.8

Indiana 652 714 13.0 13.4 136 778 3.0 14.6

Iowa 396 396 9.0 7.4 525 525 12.0 9.8

Kansas 1,869 829 27.0 12.0 2,869 2,880 42.0 41.7

Kentucky 336 333 19.0 15.1 55 119 3.0 5.4

Louisiana 340 746 6.0 11.v 1,355 1,512 23.0 24.1

Maine 241 338 13.0 17.9 117 413 6.0 21.9

Maryland 2,007 2,603 16.0 18.2 46 43 0.0 0.3

Massachosetts 7,413 12,054 16.0 27.3 8,546 5,474 19.0 12.4

Michigan b/ b/ -- 25,408 4,516 68.0 10.0

Minnesota 2,877 4,176 16.0 20.8 676 394 4.0 2.0

Mississippi 1,544 280 48.0 8.6 510 645 16.0 19.8

Missouri 101 b/ 2.0 -- 41 b/ 1.0 --

Montana 1,116 1,702 14.0 20.6 216 294 3.0 3.6

Nebraska 0 654 0.0 17.6 0 104 0.0 2.8

Nevada b/ 0 0.0 b/ 553 3.8

New Hampshire 141 88 14.0 7.8 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Jersey 6,691 16,516 13.0 31.1 300 2,564 1.0 4.8

New Mexico 11,627 14,049 14.0 17.6 3,800 2,090 5.0 2.6

New York 66,031 62,871 34.0 29.0 b/ 2,061 1.0

North Carolina b/ 1,143 -- 9.2 b/ 2,087 16.8

North Dakota 650 767 8.0 8.2 0 0 0.0 0.0

Ohio 2,329 1,587 21.0 12.6 245 291 2.0 2.3

Oklahoma 3,881 6,416 20.0 24.1 598 620 3.0 2.3

Oregon e/ 0 b/ 0.0 -- 1,300 5,000 8.0 25.4

Pennsylvania c/ cl -- cl cl -- --

Rhode Island 0 0 0.0 0.0 329 332 4.0 3.9

South Carolina 107 215 7.0 10.6 13 4 1.0 0.2

South Dakota 4,778 I)/ 58.0 -- 20 156 0.0 2.9

Tennessee 390 440 14.0 12.5 0 47 0.0 1.3

Texas 143,673 203,016 42.0 48.0 32,490 93,957 9.0 22.2

Utah 2,206 2,074 9.0 9.7 597 650 2.0 3.0

Vermont 119 145 16.0 16.9 0 0 0.0 0.0

Virginia ci c/ -- -- c/ c/ --

Washington 4,032 5,345 12.0 17.5 8,527 6,861 26.0 22.4

West Virginia c/ c/ -- -- c/ CI --

Wisconsin 1,375 3,135 9.0 17.7 233 306 2.0 1.7

Wyoming 341 266 17.0 13.2 15 40 1.0 2.0

!Total U.S. and D.C. 793,406 940,429 31.0 33.5 226,653 332,775 9.0 11.9

American Samoa 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Guam c/ c/ -- Cl Cl --

Marshall Islands c/ 0 0.0 Cl 0 0.0

Micronesia c/ b/ -- Cl b/ --

Northern Marianas 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Palau 1,588 2,258 56.0 83.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico di bl bl b/ b/

Virgin Islands b/ b/ b/ b/

Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 794,994 942,687 29.1 31.0 226,653 332,775 8.3 11.0

a/ Pen:wags was calculates, bawl on totals from only those abase respondrig to the spodac data item and the total LEP enrolment

b/ Data not reported.
cl SEA did not partidpate.
cl/ Puerto Rico reported total participation counts In the federal program categories rather than ESP counts; therefore these data hare been eliminated from thia

el II* LEP count in Oregon Is for LEP participating and* Manama sh **mount of the actual LEP in the NSW.

1
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Table B8
(2 of 8)

Number In Even Start

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Percent in Even Start Number Emergency Immigrant Percent Emergency Immigrant

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 al 1993-94 a/ 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/

Alabama b/ b/ 0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Alaska 42 15 0.3 0.1 0 0 0.0 0.0

Arizona 80 40 0.1 0.0 16,001 18,150 19.1 19.1

Arkansas b/ 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

California b/ b/ 338,479 338,479 29.4 27.9

Colorado 0 0 0.0 0.0 3,465 4,144 13.9 15.8

Connecticut b/ 0 -- 0.0 b/ 2,932 -- 13.9

Delaware 8 0 0.4 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

District of Columbia 137 234 2.7 5.2 3,754 2,739 73.1 60.9

Florida 2,894 b/ 2.2 33,510 47,034 25.8 32.5

Georgia 0 0 0.0 0.0 4,215 4,669 42.0 39.2

Hawaii 0 0 0.0 0.0 3,162 3,489 28.1 29.7

Idaho 58 30 1.3 0.4 754 2,778 16.3 40.4

Illinois b/ 389 0.4 39,074 45,595 41.4 45.8

Indiana 0 o 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Iowa 2 2 0.0 0.0 539 1,244 11.8 23.3

Kansas 9 220 0.1 3.2 b/ . 2,180 -- 31.6

Kentucky 0 1 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Louisiana 0 5 0.0 0.1 2,897 2,294 49.2 36.5

Maine 0 0 0.0 0.0 252 297 13.8 15.7

Maryland 1 33 0.0 0.2 6,4.84 6,565 51.0 45.8

Massachusetts 67 150 0.1 0.3 16,837 17,000 37.1 38.6

Michigan 1,907 1,907 5.1 4.2 3,984 3,984 10.7 8.8

Minnesota 67 35 0.4 0.2 1,301 3,590 7.2 17.9

Mississippi 4 20 0.1 0.6 0 0 0.0 0.0

Missouri 0 b/ 0.0 711 131 16.3

Montana 39 1 0.5 0.0 143 162 1.8 2.0

Nebraska 0 b/ 0.0 559 1,045 21.3 28.1

Nevada la/ 0 0.0 b/ 0 -- 0.0

New Hampshire 0 17 0.0 1.5 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Jersey 235 2,753 0.5 5.2 19,830 21,819 40.0 41.0

New Mexico 177 200 0.2 0.3 6,330 7,890 7.6 9.9

New York b/ 468 0.2 113,387 130,424 58.3 60.3

North Carolina b/ 32 0.3 b/ 26 -- 0.2

North Dakota 0 0 0.0 0.0 315 544 3.6 5.8

Ohio 18 1 0.2 0.0 1,796 2,074 16.1 16.4

Oklahoma 2,347 44 11.9 0.2 1,266 1,253 6.4 4.7

Oregon e/ 60 60 0.4 0.3 5,408 5,600 33.1 28.5

Pennsylvania c/ cl d d -- --

Rhode Island 21 29 0.3 0.3 8,727 7,975 104.5 93.5

South Carolina 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

South Dakota 300 21 3.7 0.4 0 0 0.0 0.0

Tennessee 0 0 0.0 0.0 1,620 694 58.5 19.6

Texas b/ b/ 45,578 43,264 13.2 10.2

Utah 0 h/ 0.0 8,148 8,148 33.3 38.1

Vermont 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 168 0.0 19.6

Virginia d d -- d d
Washington b/ 120 0.4 13,565 14,689 41.3 48.0

West Virginia c./ c/ -- d d -- --

Wisconsin 46 84 0.3 0.5 1,285 1,563 8.7 8.8

Wyoming 51 45 2.5 2.2 0 0 0.0 0.0

'Total U.S. and D.C. 8,570 6,956 0.3 0.2 703,376 754,491 27.5 26.9

American Samoa 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Guam c/ cl -- cl d --

Marshall islands d 0 0.0 d 0 0.0

Micronesia c/ b/ -- c/ 0 0.0

Northern Marianas 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Palau 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico d/ b/ b/ -- b/ b/ --

Virgin Islands b/ b/ 2,449 2.030 191.0 35.2

Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 8,570 6,956 0.3 0.2 70.'1,825 756,521 25.8 24.9

W Percentage was calculated based m totais horn only Mose stalls responding to the pacific data item and the total LEP enrollment.
Po Data not 'warted.
cr SEA did r-t parbcipata
cV Puerto Rico reported total participation counts in th federal prtgran categories rethor than LSP counts; therefore these data have been *laminated from this analysis.

sr The LEP count in Orego0 is for LEP parecipalog Ind * Montfort an undercount of dw actual LEP in the sato.
BEST COPY AVAJLABLE



Table B8
(3 of 8)

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number in Special Education Percent In Special Education Number Vocational Education Percent Vocational Education

.State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/
-

1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 8/ 1993-94 a/

Alabama b/ b/ b/ b/ --

Alaska 1,582 1,674 11.7 6.2 bl 4,027 -- 15.0

Arizona 8,875 5,005 10.6 5.3 11,096 10,924 13.3 11.5

Arkansas b/ 60 -- 1.5 550 776 16.1 19.4

California 67,222 78,816 5.8 6.5 b/ 63,930 -- 5.3

Colorado 167 407 0.7 1.6 0 0 0,0 0.0

Connecticut 2.916 610 16.5 2.9 b/ 345 -- 1.6

Delaware 162 160 8.8 10.1 298 375 16.1 23.7

District of Columbia 273 231 5.3 5.1 212 668 4.1 14.9

Florida 7,057 11,252 5.4 7.8 16,554 b/ 12.7 --

Georgia 88 140 0.9 1.2 874 826 8.7 7.0

Hawaii 0 897 0.0 7.6 0 0 0.0 0.0

Idaho 275 441 6.0 6.4 764 0 16.6 0.0

Illinois 4,119 6,836 4.4 6.9 b/ 7.297 -- 7.3

Indiana 220 168 4.4 3.1 66 50 1.3 0.9

Iowa 82 143 1.8 2.7 316 395 6.9 7.4

Kansas 179 179 2.6 2.6 500 185 7.2 2.7

Kentucky 202 162 11.6 7.3 253 48 14.6 2.2

Louisiana 130 32 2.2 0.5 0 0 0.0 0.0

Maine 104 193 5.7 10.2 45 36 2 5 1.9

Maryland 179 273 1.4 1.9 550 484 4.3 3.4

Massachusetts 11,476 6,341 25.3 14.4 0 3,034 0.0 6.9

Michigan b/ bl -- -- b/ b/ --

Minnesota 911 1,288 5.1 6.4 b/ 1,568 7.8

Mississippi 267 74 8.3 2.3 b/ 42 1.3

Missouri 68 bl 1.6 -- 75 b/ 1.7 --

Montana 528 1,058 6.8 12.8 703 2,519 9.0 30.5

Nebraska 90 142 3.4 3.8 0 654 0.0 17.6

Nevada b/ 0 -- 0.0 b/ 0 -- 0.0

New Hampshire 73 41 7.3 3.6 0 26 0.0 2.3

New Jersey 1,173 1,286 2.4 2.4 1,142 1,774 2.3 3.3

New Mexico 6,394 9,387 7.6 11.8 1,825 3,649 2.2 4.8

New York 9,661 10,691 5.0 4.9 b/ 39,000 -- 18.0

North Carolina b/ 358 -- 2.9 b/ 484 3.9

North Dakota 252 231 2.9 2.5 0 0 0.0 0.0

Ohio 485 538 4.4 4.3 233 184 2.1 1.5

Oklahoma 1,674 2,457 8.5 9.2 1,791 b/ 9.1

Oregon e/ 700 700 4.3 3.6 b/ b/

Pennsylvania c/ c/ -- --

Rhode Island 307 330 3.7 3.9 150 125 1.8 1.5

South Carolina 28 47 1.8 2.3 0 0 0.0 0.0

South Dakota 946 1,031 11.5 19.0 0 427 0.0 7.9

Tennessee 51 121 1.8 3.4 1.913 1,048 69.1 29.7

Texas 31,261 34,209 9.1 8.1 27,371 28,184 7.9 6.7

Utah 543 1,000 2.2 4.7 0 b/ 0.0

Vermont 78 71 10.8 8.3 1 9 0.1 1.0

Virginia d d -- Cl Cl

Washington 1,429 1,773 4.3 5.8 b/ 2,057 6.7

West Virginia d d -- Cl Cl --

Wisconsin 1,124 1,187 7.6 6.7 1,659 2,016 11.2 11.4

Wyoming 0 110 0.0 5.5 334 320 16.5 15.9

Total U.S. and D.C. 163,351 182,150 6.4 6.5 69,275 177,686 2.7 6.3

American Samoa 1,396 1,437 10.0 10.3 0 0 0.0 0.0

Guam Cl c/ Cl

Marshall Islands Cl 660 4.2 c/ 2,400 15.2

Micronesia Cl 3,332 9.3 c.1 6,228 17.3

Northern Marianas 247 245 2.6 2.6 3,066 0 32.1 0.0

Palau 193 283 6.8 10.4 0 0 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico d/ b/ b/ b/ b/

Virgin Islands b/ b/ b/ b/

Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 165,187 188,107 6.0 6.2 72,341 186,314 2.6 6.1

a/ Percentage was calculate+ bawd on totals horn only Vass *atm mooning to the specific data Sem and this total LEP enrollment.

b/ Data not waled.
c/ SEA not participate.
d/ Puerto Rico wooed total participation mints in the Worst program categories mbar than LSP counts; therefore Sloss data have been silminalad horn tile analysis.

el The LEP cotmt W Otegon g lor LEP parecipaang and is therelore an undercount of the actual LEP in the stale.
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Table B8
(4 of 8)

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programa,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number In TBE Percent In ME Number In DBE Percent In DBEState 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/ 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/Alabama 197 205 8.4 6.4 0 0 0.0 0.0Alaska 210 b/ 1.6 -- 0 180 0.0 0.7Arizona 7,826 10,263 9.4 10.8 57 634 0.1 0.7Arkansas 288 0 8.4 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0California 118,576 109,828 10.3 9.0 4,037 3,842 0.4 0.3Colorado 1,428 2,4.84 5.7 9.5 0 0 0.0 0.0Connecticut 334 12,893 1.9 61.3 0 197 0.0 0.9Delaware 0 442 0.0 27.9 0 0 0.0 0.0District of Columbia 240 80 4.7 1.8 0 0 0.0 0.0Florida 2,764 3,659 2.1 2.5 113 150 0.1 0.1
Georgia 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Hawaii 493 293 4.4 2.5 0 0 0.0 0.0Idaho 331 368 7.2 5.3 0 0 0.0 0.0Illinois 2,160 3,762 2.3 3.8 600 600 0.6 0.6Indiana 117 247 2.3 4.6 0 0 0.0 0.0
Iowa 512 520 11.2 9.7 0 0 0.0 0.0Kansas 0 135 0.0 2.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Kentucky 102 128 5.9 5.8 0 0 0.0 0.0Louisiana 755 794 12.8 12.6 0 0 0.0 0.0Maine 424 410 23.3 21.7 0 0 0.0 0.0
Maryland 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Massachusetts 4,536 37,300 . 10.0 84.6 876 618 1.9 1.4Michigan 1,911 b/ 5.1 120 b/ 0.3
Minnesota 4,038 0 22.5 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Mississippi 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0
Missouri 0 b/ 0.0 -- 760 7 17.4 0.1Montana 1,938 1,754 24.8 21.2 0 0 0.0 0.0Nebraska 182 134 6.9 3.6 0 0 0.0 0.0Nevada 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0New Hampshire 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0
New Jersey 119 144 0.2 0.3 0 77 0.0 0.1New Mexico 8,032 4,979 9.6 6.2 0 0 0.0 0.0New York 27,884 38,588 14.3 17.8 1,784 1,634 0.9 0.8North Carolina b/ 286 -- 2.3 b/ 8 0.1North Dakota 1,630 978 18.8 10.4 0 0 0.0 0 0
Ohio 307 261 2.8 2.1 0 0 0.0 0.0Oklahoma 3,357 4,447 17.0 16.7 0 0 0.0 0.0Oregon e/ 2,500 2,700 15.3 13.7 240 300 1.5 1.5Pennsylvania CI CI -- -- CI CI
Rhode Island 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0
South Carolina 149 0 9.3 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0South Dakota 4,977 2,013 60.7 37.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Tennessee 185 0 6.7 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Texas 6,491 4,506 1.9 1.1 0 142 0.0 0.0Utah 81 1,119 0.3 5.2 0 0 0.0 0.0Vermont 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0Virginia c/ -- -- Cl c/
Washington 1,970 1,970 6.0 6.4 0 0 0.0 0.0West Virginia c/ Cl -- -- cl cl
Wisconsin 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Wyoming 441 192 21.8 9.5 0 0 0.0 0.0
I Total U.S. and D.C. 207,4.85 247,882 8.1 8.8 8,587 8,389 0.3 0.3 1

American Samoa 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Guam CI CI Cl
Marshall Islands c/ 0 0.0 c/ 0 0.0Micronesia Cl b/ c/ bl
Northern Marianas 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0Palau 468 1,039 16.6 38.2 0 0 0.0 0.0Puerto Rico d/ b/ b/ b/
Virgin Islands b/ 80 1.4 b/ b/
Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 207,953 249,001 7.6 8.2 8,587 8,389 0.3 0.71

81 Percentage was calculated bawd on totals from one), thoo elates ropcnieng to the Nook MI Non sat the total LEP aniolenent.
b/ Data not rapcetad.
cJ SEA did noi participat.

di Puerto Rioo mooned total participation counts in IN federal program caissons* rather than LSP Colln/S1 tharelore dose data have been eltrenated from tie aneivals.a/ The LEP count In Oregon * lot LE' participating end is thewelont an undercount of the actual LEP In tha stale.
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Table 98.
(5 Of 8)

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number in SAIP Percent in SAIP Number in Recent Arrivals Percent In Recent Arrivals

State 1992-93 1993-94 199293 a/ 1993-94 a/ 1992-93 1993-94 f/ 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 al t/

Alabama 1,087 1,095 46.6 34.1 0 0 0.0 0.0

Alaska 278 721 2.1 2.7 0 b/ 0.0

Arizona 7,133 4,946 8.5 5.2 b/ b/

Arkansas 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 bl 0.0

California 32.309 34,407 2.8 2.8 12,654 11,276 1.1 0.9

Colorado 972 1,070 3.9 4.1 378 b/ 1.5

Connecticut 0 1,124 0.0 5.3 0 b/ 0.0

Delaware 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 b/ 0.0

District of Columbia 1,295 931 25.2 20.7 0 0 0.0 0.0

Florida 544 720 0.4 0.5 b/ b/

Georgia 200 320 2.0 2.7 0 b/ 0.0

Hawaii 880 200 7.8 1.7 0 b/ 0.0

Idaho 206 190 4.5 2.8 0 b/ 0.0

Illinois 2,315 1,684 2.5 1.7 0 b/ 0.0

Indiana o 52 0.0 1.0 0 b/ 0.0

Iowa 387 387 8.5 7.2 0 o 0.0 0.0

Kansas 988 986 14.3 14.3 o bl 0.0

Kentucky 140 174 8.1 7.9 40 b/ 2.3

Louisiana 1.058 918 18.0 14.6 38 b/ 0.6

Maine 621 590 34.1 31.3 o b/ 0.0

Maryland 939 1,037 7.4 7.2 o b/ 0.0

Massachusetts 467 o 1.0 0.0 o b/ 0.0

Michigan 6,036 b/ 162 _ o b/ 0.0

Minnesota 185 3,709 1.0 18.4 o b/ 0.0

Mississippi 955 115 29.6 3.5 0 hi 0.0

Missouri 77 b/ 7---- 1.8 ... o bl 0.0

Montana 428 1,114 5.5 13.5 o bi 0.0

Nebraska 23 240 0.9 6.5 o bi 0.0

Nevada o 288 0.0 2.0 0 IV 0.0

New Hampshire 265 148 26.4 13.1 o b/ 0.0

New Jersey 150 o 0.3 0.0 o ty 0.0

New Mexico 1,507 1,285 1.8 1.6 0 b/ 0.0 ..

New York 6,610 5)=19 3.4 2.7 b/ b/

North Carolina b/ o ... 0.0 b/ b/

North Dakota 420 253 4.9 2.7 0 b/ 0.0

Ohio 170 180 1.5 1.4 o b/ 0.0

Oklahoma 3,286 2,960 16.7 11.1 o b/ 0.0

Oregon el 900 1,200 5.5 6.1 o w 0.0

Pennsylvania c/ cl .. c./ c/

Rhode Island 70(1 700 8.4 8.2 120 b/ 1.4

South Carolina 0 o 0.0 0.0 o o 0.0 0.0

South Dakota 0 282 0.0 5.2 o b/ 0.0

Tennessee 0 o 0.0 0.0 o b., 0.0

Texas 2,935 858 0.9 0.2 o b/ 0.0

Utah 578 532 2.4 2.5 82 o 0.3 0.0

Vermont o o 0.0 0.0 o w 0.0

Virginia c/ c/ ... c/ c/

Washington 1,781 1,781 5.4 5.8 0 b/ 0.0

West Virginia c/ c./
... CI c/

Wisconsin o o 0.0 0.0 0 b/ 0.0

Wyoming 209 219 10.3 10.9 o b/ 0.0

Total U.S. and D.C. 79,034 73,245 3.1 2.6 13.312 11,276 0.5 0.4 1

American Samoa o o 0.0 0.0 o o 0.0 0.0

Guam c/ d . .. c/ c/

Marshall Islands c/ o ... 0.0 c/ IV

Micronesia c./ b/ .... c/ b/

Northern Marianas 0 0 0.0 0.0 o b/ 0.0

Palau 680 470 24.1 17.3 o o 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico di b/ 01 .. bl b/

Virgin Islands bl b/ IV b/

Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 79,714 73,715 2.9 2.4 13,312 11,276 0.5 0.4

e/ Percentage wse cabouleled based on totals from orth, those *Mee nieponiang to the specific data itsm and the total LEP enecarnenL BEST COPY AVAILABI_E
b/ Data not reported.
c/ SEA did not penideete.
d/ Pueto Rico Monad total PartICiPatiOrt counts in the federal program categoriserather than LSP courts; therefore these data have bean ormineied flOgn this arialyis.

e/ The LEP count in Oregon is for LEP participating and is therefore an uridercount of the actual LEP in the state.

Ths 1963-94 SEA roPort form red not requeet dela for the Recent AnNele or Magma Schott* programa Hammier, eight sates dld provide deltyn ells program.
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Table B8
(6 of 8)

Number in Magnet

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Percent In Magnet Schools Number Family English Literacy Percent Family English Literacy

State 1992-93 1993-94 1/ 1992-93 al 1993-94 a/ fl 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/

Alabama 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Alaska 0 b/ 0.0 0 189 0.0 0.7

Arizona P b.' 0.0 85 138 0.1 0.1

Arkansas 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

California 0 0 0.0 0.0 6,131 5,249 0.5 0.4

Colorado 0 b/ 0.0 425 0 1.7 0.0

Connecticut 0 b/ 0.0 0 o 0.0 0.0

Delaware 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

District of Columbia 0 0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Florida b/ b/ 189 250 0.1 0.2

Georgia 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Hawaii 0 b/ 0.0 0 22 0.0 0.2

Idaho 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Illinois 0 b/ 0.0 60 o 0.1 0.0

Indiana 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Iowa 0 o 0.0 0.0 o o 0.0 0.0

Kansas 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Kentucky 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Louisiana 72 b/ 1.2 0 0 0.0 0.0

Maine 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Maryland 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Massachusetts 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Michigan 120 b/ 0.3 150 b/ 0.4

Minnesota 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Mississippi 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Missouri 0 b/ 0.0 0 b/ 0.0

Montana 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Nebraska 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Nevada 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Hampshire 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Jersey 0 b/ 0.0 o 0 0.0 0.0

New Mexico o bl 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

New York b/ b/ 845 490 0.4 0.2

North Carolina b/ b/ b/ 29 0.2

North Dakota o b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Ohio 0 b/ 0.0 t 0 0 0.0 0.0

Oklahoma 0 b/ 0.0 34 2 0.2 0.0

Oregon e/ 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Pennsylvania c/ c/ d d
Rhode Island 300 b/ 3.6 0 0. 0.0 0.0

South Carolina 0 0 0.0 0.0 o 0 0.0 0.0

South Dakota 0 b/ 0.0 C1 9 0.0 0.2

Tennessee 0 b/ 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Texas 0 b/ 0.0 212 100 0.1 0.0

Utah 164 0 0.7 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Vermont b/ 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Virginia c/ c/ Cl c/

Washington b/ 0.0 350 350 1.1 1.1

West Virginia c/ Cl Cl

Wisconsin b/ 0.0 0.0 0.0

Wyoming b/ 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Lotal U.S. and D.C. 656 0 0.0 0.0 8,481 6,828 0.3 0.21

American Samoa 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0.0

Guam c/ c/ Cl 0

Marshall Islands c/ b/ Cl 0 0.0

Micronesia Cl b/ Cl b/

Northern Marianas 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Palau 0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico d/ b/ b/ b/

Virgin Islands b/ b/ bl b/

Total U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 656 0 0 0 0.0 8,481 6,828 0.3 0.2

a/ Percentage was cakuleasd based on totals from way those OWN responding to ths specific data Awn and the total LEP enniknent.

0/ Data not reported.
c/ SEA did not participle.
d/ Kano Rico roPortad Mai Parkipabon counts in the hadiall program oalagorias Thar then LSP counts; timbre than data havebeen elinansesd hord tee analysis.

e/ The LEP count In Oregon ie for LEP padicipsans and is therefore an undercount 04 the actual LEP In die state.
U The 1903.94 SEA wort fonn did not request data for the Recent Arrivals or Magnet Schools program. However, eight *lee did wend* dela on this program.
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Table 88 Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
(7 of 8) by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number In Special Populations Percent In Special Populations

State 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/
Alabama 0 0 0.0 0.0
Alaska 0 0 0.0 0.0

Arizona . 0 28 0.0 0.0

Arkansas 0 0 0.0 0.0

California 1,587 1,151 0.1 0.1

Cdiorado 80 0 0.3 0.0

Connecticut 0 0 0.0 0.0

Delaware 0 0 0.0 0.0

District of Columbia 0 b/ 0.0

Florida 45 60 0.0 0.0

Georgia 0 0 0.0 0.0

Hawaii 0 0 0.0 0.0

Idaho . 0 0 0.0 0.0

Illinois 0 163 0.0 0.2

Indiana 0 0 0.0 0.0

Iowa 0 0 0.0 0.0

Kansas 0 0 0.0 0.0

Kentucky 0 0 0.0 0.0

Louisiana 0 49 0.0 0.8

Maine 40 40 2.2 2.1

Maryland 2 0 0.0 0.0

Massachusetts 0 0 0.0 0.0

Michigan 0 b/ 0.0

Minnesota 0 0 0.0 0.0

Mississippi 53 22 1.6 0.7

Missouri 0 b/ 0.0 --

Montana 210 310 2.7 3.8

Nebraska 0 0 0.0 0.0

Nevada 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Hampshire 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Jersey 0 0 0.0 0.0

New Mexico 0 600 0.0 0.8

New York 910 243 0.5 0.1

North Carolina b/ 15 0.1

North Dakota 0 0 0.0 0.0

Ohio 0 0 0.0 0.0

Oklahoma 326 144 1.7 0.5

Oregon e/ 450 30 2.8 0.2

Pennsylvania CI d --

Rhode island 0 0 0.0 0.0

South Carolina 0 0 0.0 0.0

South Dakota 0 4 0.0 0.1

Tennessee 0 0 0.0 0.0

Texas 612 0 0.2 0.0

Utah 0 0 0.0 0.0

Vermont 0 0.0 0.0

Virginia Cl cl

Washington 0 0.0 0.0

West Virginia c./ c/ --

Wisconsin 0 0.0 0.0

Wyoming 93 4.6 0.0

'Total U.S. and D.C. 4,408 2,859 0.2 0.11

American Samoa 0 0 0.0 0.0

Guam Cl Cl

Marshall Islands c./ 0 0.0

Micronesia c/ b/

Northern Marianas 9,564 b/ 100.0

Palau 0 0 0.0 0.0

Puerto Rico d/ b/ b/

Virgin Islands b/ b/

-0711

rTotal U.S., D.C.,
And Territories 13,972 2,859 0.5

at Percentage Wee calculte:I baled on totals from only thong/ate. rewaxing to the speak data dam and the total LEP enrollment.
bt Data not reported.
ct SEA did not partiapate.
di Puerto Rico reported total parbcipation counts ri the Wont program categories rather than LSP aunts; therefore !ISM data have been sivronssert front MN iniyie.

The LEP count in Oregon if or LEP participating and le therefore an iridercount of the actual LEP In the staAi.
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Table 88
(8 of 8)

State

Number and Percentage of LEP Students Served by Federal Programs,
by State and Type of Program: 1992-93 and 1993-94

Number In State Bilingual Percent In State Bilingual Number In State ESL only Percent In State ESL only

1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 a/ 1993-94 a/ 1992-93 1993-94 1992-93 8/ 1993-94 al
Alabama b/ bl 0 0 0.0 0.0
Alaska 13,489 2,887 100.0 10.8 0 2,787 0.0 10.4

Arizona 30,022 26,010 35.9 27.4 46,713 51,578 55.8 54.3

Arkansas 0 0 0.0 0.0 1,220 1,800 35.6 45.0

California 728,959 717,394 63.3 59.0 164,997 175,076 14.3 14.4

Colorado 4,937 1,993 19.8 30.5 11,359 13,069 45.7 49.9

Connecticut 13.220 12,893 75.0 61.3 2,170 b/ 12.3 --

Delaware 400 442 21.7 27.9 0 j98 0.0 37.8

District of Columbia 2,137 317 41.6 7.0 2,383 4,036 46.4 89.7

Florida d/ 119.520 b/ 91.8 -- 119,520 144,731 91.8 100.0

Georgia 0 36 0.0 0.3 7,329 8,540 73.0 71.9

Hawaii 11,172 6,624 99.3 56.3 0 4,997 0.0 42.5

Idaho 0 o 0.0 0.0 4,559 5,642 98.8 82.0

Illinois 72,694 76,926 76.9 77.2 23,396 22,252 24.8 22.3

Indiana 445 295 8.9 5.5 831 1,073 16.6 20.1

Iowa 421 0 9.2 0.0 3,238 3,564 71.1 66.7

Kansas 415 415 6.0 6.0 5,151 5,151 74.7 74.7

Kentucky 216 251 12.4 11.4 993 1,159 57.1 52.5

Louisiana 30 0 0.5 0.0 3,355 356 57.0 5.7

Maine 7 3 0.4 0.2 27 30 1.5 1.6

Maryland 45 42 0.4 0.3 11,540 10,056 90.7 70.1

Massachusetts 38,636 38,285 85.1 86.8 b/ b/ --

Michigan 20,708 22,467 55.6 49.7 b/ 0 -- 0.0

Minnesota 4,431 3,210 24.6 16.0 11,240 14,076 62.5 70.0

Mississippi 0 89 0.0 2.7 0 231 0.0 7.1

Missouri 0 0 0.0 0.0 2,033 1,437 46.6 30.2

Montana 0 368 0.0 4.5 65 125 0.8 1.5

Nebraska 101 192 3.9 5.2 1,148 866 43.8 23.3

Nevada 1,661 3,289 13.8 22.9 3,946 2,993 32.8 20.8

New Hampshire 0 0 0.0 0.0 619 502 61.7 44.6

New Jersey b/ 39,970 0.2 75.2 b/ 8,935 -- 16.8

New Mexico 61,570 45,311 73.5 56.8 1,984 465 2.4 0.6

New York b/ 180,509 -- 83.4 b/ 0 -- 0.0

North Carolina b/ o 0.0 b/ 4,116 33.1

North Dakota 0 o 0.0 0.0 100 400 1.2 4.3

Ohio 2,909 3,703 26.1 29.3 4,040 3,612 36.3 28.6

Oklahoma 1,850 2,029 9.4 7.6 2,347 3,373 11.9 12.7

Oregon e/ b/ 250 -- 1.3 b/ 19,401 98.7

Pennsylvania c/ c/ -- -- c/ d --

Rhode Island 1,647 1.372 19.7 16.1 6,192 6,462 74.2 75.8

South Carolina 0 9 0.0 0.4 748 1,34.8 46.9 66.2

South Dakota b/ 13 -- 0.2 o 3 0.0 0.1

Tennessee 185 o 6.7 0.0 2,585 3,195 93.3 90.4

Texas 172,924 206,693 50.1 48.9 139,801 155,815 40.5 36.9

Utah 571 6,180 2.3 28.9 3,135 0 12.8 0.0

Vermont 0 0 0.0 0.0 162 496 22.4 57.7

Virginia d d -- d d --

Washington 0 16,000 0.0 52.2 0 22,266 0.0 72.7

West Virginia el d -- -- d d -- ..

Wisconsin 5,594 6,300 37.8 35.6 6,942 9,393 46.9 53.1

Wyoming o o 0.0 0.0 110 75 5.4 3.7

Total U.S. and D.C. 1,310,916 1,428,767 51.2 50.9 595,978 718,080 23.3 25.5

American Samoa 0 o 0.0 0.0 4,987 4,983 35.7 35.7

Guam d d -- -- d d -- --

Marshall Islands d bl d b/

Micronesia c/ b/ -- -- c/ 36,010 100.0

Northern Marianas 4,204 6,501 44.0 69.6 0 o 0.0 0.0

Palau 0 b/ 0.0 -- 0 b/ 0.0

Puerto Rico 4,875 b/ 3.3 -- 0 b/ 0.0 --

Virgin Islands 792 1,870 61.8 32.4 236 130 18.4 2.3

[Total U.S., D.C.,
And Tentorles 1,320,787 1,437,138 48.3 47.3 601,201 757,203 22.0 0.0

a/ Percentage wee calculated bawd on totals front only those stales reamoding to the swift data item and the total LEP ennalmant. REST COPY AVAILA9! ;*Pi Data not reported.
c/ SEA did not participate.
cl/ Puerto Roo reported total parOcipation counts in the Wong program categories rathar then LSP owls; Manilas them dMe haw Win eliminatad I ron VI.amilyela

al The LEP count in Oregon is for LEP participatirg and 4 Itiarelore an undercount ol ihe actual LEP in the Mate.



Appendix C.

Data Notes

The following are explanations from SEAs on changes in 1992-93 data and large
increases/decreases between 1992-93 and 1993-94.

Alabama
Fluctuations in LEP Student data explained by:

Very few LEAs in Alabama qualify for federal assistance to serve LEP students.
However, more Hispanic migrant farm workers are entering the state than ever before.

Mobile County, located on the gulf, continues to have an increasing influx of refugees
mostly Vietnamese and Cambodians.

Alaska
Fluctuations in LEP Student data explained by:

Title VII, Sec.75.01 (1)(C) allow for services to Alaska Native and American Indian
students to be served, however, Alaska's definition of limited English proficient
currently does not allow many of these students to quaiify for state services. The
number in IA2 reflects the approximate number of these students, 13,327, plus the
total number of bilingual students funded and served. These students do not appear to
have been counted in previous reports.

Arizona
IA2. Public School LEP

The 1992-93 data did not include a count of some schools.
Non-public School LEP
The decrease in non-public LEP enrollement results from the voluntarily submission of
these data. Some schools did not give an LEP count.

IA3. LEP in Special Programs: Non-public School
This figure was calculated using the data reported for IA2 and IA5 for non-public LEP
students.

IA5. LEP Not Enrolled: Public Schools
Some school districts did not give a count in 1992-93, but were included in the 1993-

94 data.
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Arkansas
IA3. LEP in Special Programs: Public Schools

By including migrant program participants, all LEP students participate in at least one
special program.

IA4a. Transitional Bilingual
Arkansas has no Transitional Bilingual Program.

IA4b. State ESL only
The increase in LEP participation in ESL only resulted from better data collection
methods that are more effective at providing ESL to LEP students.

IA5. LEP Not Enrolled: Public Schools
See data clarification for IA3.

California
IA4a. Chapter 1, Title 1, ESEA

1992-1993 data were changed from 391,618 LEP students to 471,263

Colorado
IA4b. State Bilingual Education & State ESL only

The SEA is defining LEP more than they have had to in the past, so the numbers are

much larger.

Connecticut
IA3. LEP in Special Programs: Public Schools

The 1992-93 figure was changed from 15,390 to 12,897.
IA4a. Transitional Bilingual

This data count includes Federal funded and State funded TBE.

Developmental Bilingual
Development Bilingual is a new program in 1993-94.
Special Alternative Instruction
SAIP is a new program in 1993-94.

IA5. LEP Not Enrolled in Special Programs: Public Schools
1992-93 figure was changed from 2,247 to 4,470.
The SEA reported that they are doing a better job with their data collecting and that
the population is increasing. They have a more diverse population that is being spread

out.
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

1993-1994 was the first year in which full reporting of LEP students in Connecticut

was implemented. Therefore, the number of LEP students identified in the state was
20,622 and the total number served in state mandated bilingual education programs

was 12,893.

0-
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Delaware
IB2. LEP Retained:

The data were reported at 100% retention. This figure was eliminated because it is
assumed that the SEA misunderstood the question which called for the number of
"number of LEP students in one or more grades" rather than the number of LEP
students retained in one or more grades.

Fluctuations in LEP students data explained by:
The SEA reported that they have a decrease in the number of LEP students possibly
due to:
1. A change in the data collection procedures, which have increased quality control.
2. Migration patterns.

District of Columbia
IA4a. Vocational. Education

During the 1992-93 SY, enrollment was reported only for students enrolled in career
focused high schools. During 1993-94 SY, enrollment was reported for students in all
vocational courses and programs inclusive of comprehensive high schools. This
change was made to more precisely reflect the depth of participation.

IA4b. State Bilingual Education and State ESL only
The Bilingual title has taken on a new meaning. The 1992-93 figures (total) are very
close to the 1993-94 totals, but are more defined. It specifically develops both
languages as opposed to a program where native language was used until the student
was able to be transitioned in an English program.

Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:
Comparing 1992-93 and 1993-94, LEP student enrollment in Public Schools varies by
less than 10%. For the same periods, the 97% decrease in LEP enrollment in
nonpublic schools may be attributed to either or all of the following:
1. Transfers from nonpublic schools into Public Schools;
2. Out migration;
3. Variations in response to the Annual Survey from nonpublic school administrators.

Instruments were disseminated to 96 nonpublic schools; 65 responded. Non-
respondents may in part account for the extreme variance.

Florida
IA4b. ESL only

The increase in the number of ESL only students results from: school Data base was
checked for more accurate reporting, and additional students.

IA5. LEP Not Enrolled: Public Schools
Numbers were changed to 0. They changed the way of collecting the data. Next year
it will go back to 1992-93 levels. Data element that was used to capture this info has
become a compliance item and requires school district to provide the justification for
the lack of service.
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Georgia
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Entry or exit migration. Growth in LEP population.

Kansas
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

a) Entry or exit migration:
In Dodge City, Great Bend, Liberal and Garden City the beef and pork packing
industries continue to draw new immigrants from Mexico and Texas. A Federal
refugee resettlement program (Planned Secondary Resettlement) ion Garden City plans

to expand to Liberal, bringing more Lao students.
b) State redefinition of LEP
c) Other:
One large district (Dodge City) reported a 50% drop in LEP numbers but their student
identification process is presently under review; their numbers probable reflect only

oral proficiency data.

There is real growth exceeding statewide growth in mainstream students by 5 to 20

percent in some districts. Many districts with only a few LEP students do not report
at all; a few districts with reported LEP students do not use any systematic
identification process.

Kentucky
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Kentucky's increase in population is due to economic factors which have brought new
migrant workers into Kentucky. Additionally, Kentucky's immigrant and refugee
population continues to increase.

Louisiana
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Although we did not experience a 10 percent increase, we did experience a 6 percent
increase (an increase of 387 LEP students). Increases have been noted from the
following countries: Vietnam 248, Mexico 103, Honduras 97, Haiti 33, Laos 30, China
24, Jordan 18, Philippines 14, and Israel 11.

On the other hand, increases were off-set by significant decreases in number of LEP
students from Cambodia, Costa Rica, El Salvador, and Guatemala.

Maine
IB2. LEP Retained:

The data were reported at 100% retention. This figure was eliminated because it is
assumed that the SEA misunderstood the question which called for the number of
"number of LEP students in one or more grades" rather than the number of LEP
students retained in one or more grades.
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Massachusetts
Note: In 1993-94 he sought info on LEP state wide and the 1992-93 figures were based on

LEP/Title 7, this is why there are such discrepancies.

IA4a. Chapter 1, Migrant
Enrollment levels have decreased because summer school enrollment is not included.
Special Alternative Instruction
This program no longer exists.

Michigan
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Continued immigration and baby boom have contributed to an increase in the number
of LEP students in Michigan.

Minnesota
IA4a. Transitional Bilingual

This program no longer exists.
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

The increase in LEP population is mainly a result of four factors:
1) Minnesota continues to have an in migration of immigrants and refugees. This
year's greatest number of arrivals were from Laos (Hmong), The former Soviet Union,
Vietnam, Bosnia, Iraqi, Somalia, Zaire, and Sudan;
2) Hispanic migrant families who have been employed primarily in the southern, west
central, and northern Red River Valley rezion of the state, continue to settle in
Minnesota. The children, many of whom are classified as LEP, are part of the
changing school population;
3) High birthrates among some of the refugee populations also contribute to this
increase; and
4)Improved data collection procedures. In addition to the Final Reports required by
the Limited English Proficiency Education Unit, data is also being collected in
collaboration with the central data collection system used by the state. The
combination of these methods results in more accurate student counts.

Mississippi
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

There is not a 10% or more variance in the number of LEP students from 1992-1993
to 1993-1994.

1992-1993 LEP Count 1993-1994 LEP Count
Public and non-public 1,924 Public and non-public 1,910
Choctaw Tribal School 1 298 Choctaw Tribal School 1 349
System 3,222 System 3,259
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Missouri
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

The data show that the number of students enrolled in public schools increased 15%
last year, while the number enrolled in nonpublic schools decreased by almost a third.
Because of this, the total change was an increase of 9%.

The decrease in nonpublic numbers may be due to lower enrollment in nonpublic
schools by LEP children, or may simply be an artifact of data collection (Particularly
since last year a 17% increase was reported), or both.

The increase in public school numbers is significant and reflects the continued growth

of non-English-speaking populations in several areas of the state, most notably St.

Louis and the rural southwest and southeast. An emphasis on more accurate
identification and reporting of LEP students in schools has also influenced the count.

Montana
IB2. LEP Retained:

The data were reported at 100% retention. This figure was eliminated because it is

assumed that the SEA misunderstood the question which called for the number of

"number of LEP students in one or more grades" rather than the number of LEP

students retained in one or more grades.

Nebraska
IA4a. Chap 1, Title 1, ESEA

Data not collected in 1992-93. The data for this program are dependent on which

schools report each year.
Chap 1, Migrant
Data not collected in 1992-93.
Form revised to collect more accurate data.
Emergency Immigrant Education Assistance
The increase in the data resulted from: Lincoln school district finally had enough kids

to qualify, larger district now qualified, and OBEMLA didn't have a form.

Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:
Nebraska meat packing industry has been growing in the State. In addition, Lincoln

and Omaha still receive numerous immigrants and refugees from Southeast Asia and

the former Soviet Union. Thus, changes in entry migration account for the 42.5%

increase in LEP students.

Nevada
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

While student enrollment increased 5.8% in FY94 (1993-94), the LEP enrollment
increased 19.4%. Gaming and related services industries, as well as resurgence in

mining, accounts for the increase of LEP students. Also, SEA sponsored technical
assistance has resulted in more accurate identification at the local level.

Et
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New Hampshire
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

State redefinition of LEP:
Numbers of LEP students identified in 1993-94 appear to be approximately the same
as those identified in 1990-91. The variation in numbers from 1992-93 may be due to
problems with local identification procedures or with survey questions. The survey
form for 1994-95 has been revised and the definition of LEP clarified.

Other factors:
In 1993-94, a total of 75% of all schools returned the LEP ID survey. In 1992-93,
65% did. This indicates a greater awareness among LEAs regarding the need to report.
An increase in population and/or awareness of LEP issues generally could have caused
this increase in reporting.

In 1993-94, 293 schools reported having over all plans to address LEP issues and 253
have plans to assess the adequacy of those plans. In 1992-93, 262 and 253
respectively reported on the same two issues of having plans and having assessment
plans in place.

New Jersey,
IA4a. Title 1, ESEA, Chapter 1, Migrant, and Even Start

The increase in data resulted from new data collection methods.
Developmental Bilingual
Developmental Bilingual is a new program in 1993-94.
Special Alternative Instruction
No. districts were funded this program.

IA4b. State Bilingual Education
1992-93 numbers were total number k,i* programs.
1993-94 numbers were total number of students.

New Mexico
IA4a. Special Populations

Special Populations is a new program in 1993-94.
IA4b. State ESL only

Decreases in pardcipation resulted from funding cuts.
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New York
IA4a. Vocational Education

This is not a. new program. The 1992-1993 figure was changed from 0 to unknown.
Transitional Bilingual
Increases in participation resulted from expanded enrollments and increases in grants.
Family English Literacy and Special Populations
Figures reflect grants awarded.

IA4b. State Bilingual Education and State ESL only
1992-93 figures for both were not accurate. The SEA cannot differentiate between the

two program counts.
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

The total number of LEP students in New York State increased by over 12 percent in
1993-94. This is due primarily to the increased numbers of immigrant children
entering New York State schools for the first time in 1993-94. This is supported by
the dramatic increase of LEP students eligible for ETEA funding in 1993-94. This is
supported by the dramatic increase of LEP students eligible for ETEA funding in 1993-

94 (130,424) as compared to those eligible in 1992-93 (113,387). To some extent, the
number has also increased as a result of school districts; applying the State's definition

of LEP more appropriately.

North Carolina
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

In 1992-93 North Carolina reported an enrollment of 8,900 for limited English
proficient students. As shown on the first page of this survey, the numbers for 1993-
94 are 12,428. This represents an increase of 39.64% over the previous year. While
school administrators report a number of reasons for this increase, there are several

which are most frequently reported. First, large numbers of migratory families are
choosing to settle in the state, rather than to more on to follow the growing season.
The settlement of these families results in the relocation of extended family members

and friends to the area.

Secondly, a number of industries such as textiles, poultry, and furniture have expanded
production and have been active in encouraging ne workers to settle in the State.

Thirdly, North Carolina served as a resettlement center during the Gulf War. As these
families become more established, extended family members and friends are likely to

emigrate as well.
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Oklahoma
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Oklahoma's survey report for 1992-93 indicated 19,714 LEP students; the 1993-94
survey indicated 26,653 LEP students which represents an increase of 6,939 students.

448 public and nonpublic schools responded to the 1993-94 survey; 218 returned their
forms indicating no LEP students. Of the 173 who responded with a count, those
indicating their 1992-93 count exceeded their 1992-92 count by 10% or more cited the
following reasons: In or out migration, a more formal identification process at the
LEA level and the state data collection process, which has been redesigned and
streamlined over the last three years.

The 35% increase on a statewide level is probably the result of a combination of all
these factors. In addition, SEA project efforts to apprise districts of the
benefit/necessity of counting their LEP students (A) to receive funding through a
special weight in the state's funding formula and (b) to exempt LEP students from the
state mandated testing program have resulted in increases each hear in the counts
turned in through the survey process.

Oregon
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Oregon;s LEP data indicate an increase greater than 10% for 1993-94 enrollment over
1992-93 for two reasons:
1. There is significant in-migration for all population groups in Oregon, but especially
for families with students with limited English proficiency. The Center for Population
Studies at Portland State University reported that the state's total population rose to
over 3 million by early 1994, a significant increase over the 1990 census data which
were gathered in 1989, five years earlier. The increase is continuing. In comparison
to the 1970-71 data for student enrollment, there was, by 1993-94, a nearly 9%
increase in total minority student enrollment in the state, from 4.7% to 13.3%.
2. All language minority groups have shown significant increases during that period,
from a 92% increase in Russian students, a 305% increase in Hispanic, to a 390%
increase in Asian/Pacific Islander Students. The Asian and Russian in-migrations.have
peaked and the annual increases are in tenths of a percent: the increase in Hispanic
students continues at a very consistent 1 percent per yea . We anticipate that the
increase of Hispanic students will continue strongly, in part because of passage of
Proposition 187 in California in November 1994. An attempt to introduce a similar
measure in Oregon in Oregon's 1995 Legislative Assembly failed to even come out of
the committee where it was first proposed. We do not anticipate that there will be the
"hordes of people" that proposers of that measure indicated, however we do know,
from information from the Oregon Department of Employment, that skilled
agricultural workers are coniing to Oregon because of the need for their services here.
The intrastate mobile farmworker population is fairly stable and the interstate
population of skilled harvest workers continues at a stable level as well. There is a
marked increase in work in plant and tree nurseries that continues to require additional
workers in Oregon.
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Rhode Island
IA2. Non-Public School

This count only includes those LEP students identified by the non-public schools.

South Dakota
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Responses to the Bilingual Survey were very poor this year. Schools that have local
or federally funded programs did not return the survey, which lowered our numbers by
approximately 3,000 students. Data were not included from Shannon County, Little
Wound, Wounded Knee, and Rapid City School District.

Tennessee
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

There has been a 28% increase of identified LEP students throughout the 139 school
districts from the 1992-93 school year. This increase is primarily a result of two

factors. First, the Hispanic population immigrating into the state has increased
dramatically. Seventy percent of the districts identify non-English language
background students at this time. Most of the smaller and rural districts have received

an increase in Hispanic students. The unemployment rate in Tennessee is below the
national average and has served as a magnet for Hispanic workers. Secondly,
Tennessee has been identified as a preferred refugee resettlement site by the federal

government. In particular, Nashville has received a relatively high proportion of
refugees and expects that this trend will continue.

The limited English proficient student population is undercounted in Tennessee
because there have been no required statewide procedures for identification. However,
the State Department is developing these guidelines at this time and expects that the
identification of LEP students will be more accurate.

Texas
IA4a. Chapter 1, Title 1, ESEA and Chapter 1, Migrant

The increase in participations resulted from expanded enrollments.

Developmental Bilingual
Developmental Bilingual is a new program in 1993-94.
Special Alternative Instruction
The SEA submitted numbers of proposal, then call districts to see how many actual
students will be serviced. These are actual numbers.

Special Populations
This program does not exist. Gifted and talented not funded any longer.

IA4b. LEP Not Enrolled: Public Schools
Reduced the number of parent denials.

Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:
The 18% increase of LEP students from 1992-1993 to the present is due in part with
the large immigrant population on the southern border and that texas demographics are

changing.
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Utah
IA3. LEP in Special Programs: Public School

1992-93 districts did not have identification and assessment procedures for identifying
LEP students. The use of these procedures in 1993-94 made the figures more
accurate.

IA4b. State Bilingual Education
1992-93 districts did not identification and assessment procedures for identifying
LEP students.
State ESL only
Redefined definition of alternative language programs.

IA5. LEP Not Enrolled: Public Schools
The participation levels changed becuase of OCR statutes.

Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:
The State continues to receive students from Mexico, Central America, California and
Texas. Our LEP population continues to increase.

Vermont
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

1. Vermont is the site for a federally funded resettlement program of various
nationalities (i.e. Bosnian, Vietnamese, etc.). Also there has been an increase in the
adoption of immigrant children of school age.
2. The dissemination of a state guide to all school/districts addressing the needs of
limited English proficient children entitled: Serving Students Learning English as a
Second Language: A Guide for Vermont Educators.
3. A Statewide data collection project which resulted in better understanding of the
identification, screening and placement of bmited English proficient students in
Vermont schools.

Washington
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Increase in the r-mber of LEP students is the result of new immigrations and better
identification procedures. The numbers of LEP students have had a continuous
increase since 1985.

American Samoa
IA4b. State Bilingual Education

American Samoa's State Reading Program has continued and had a 1993-94
enrollment of 4,983 as compared to 4,987 in 1992-1993. This program is best
categorized as an ESL program.

It is difficult to differentiate between "State" and "local" programs in American Samoa
as the Department of Education operates as both the SEA and the LEA for the
territory.
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Northern Marianas
IB2. LEP Retained:

The data were reported at 100% retention. This figure was eliminated because it is
assumed that the SEA misunderstood the question which called for the number of
"number of LEP students in one or more grades" rather than the number of LEP
students retained in one or more grades.

Puerto Rico
Note: Data were revised for 1992-93. The data submitted for 1992-93 were ..ne data for

1993-94.
Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:

Last year some schools provided the information, and others did not. This year they
went school-to-school and got numbers. For the most part, the numbers are valid.
Additionally, the SEA reports that the data were tabulated by computer this year. In
the past, data collection tabulations were done manually.

Virgin Islands
IA2. Public School LEP and Non-public School Enrollment

Home language survey done and combined with Emergency Immigrant grant count
gave actual figures.

IA4b. State Bilingual Education
Received Title VII grant for schools in St. Thomas. Population is increasing.

State ESL only
The decrease in participation was due to schools not reporting. Trying to get students
in full bilingual service.

Fluctuations in LEP student data explained by:
Approximately 25% reflects the majority of migrating students from the Dominican
Republic and some of the other islands with French/Patios language background.
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Appendix D

SEA Survey Form for 1993-94

s
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SURVEY OF STATE'S LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS
AND

AVAILABLE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES

NOTE: This form must be completed by applicants under the
following program:

o State Grant Program

This survey is a part of the activities required under Section 7134 of the
Bilingual Education Act (20 U.S.C. 7454). The purpose of this survey is to
collect information on the number of limited English proficient (LEP) students
in the State and on the educational programs and services provided or
available to them.

General Instructions

All items of this survey form must be completed.

Include the name of the State on every page.

Use additional sheets when necessary, and reference the
appropriate page number and survey item.

Part I of this survey should be sent to all local educational
agencies (LEAs) in the State. Completed Part I forms should be
returned by the LEAs to the State educational agency (SEA).
The SEA should compile the resutts and include this information
in the application.

a Part II of tut

Part I Instructions

A. Sludanlicrollinant

Items A1-A2 Self-explanatory.

item A3 Count LEP students only once oven If they are served by more
than one Federal. State, or local Program.

BEST COPYAVAlL,A6



SURVEY (Contrund...)

Self-explanatory. For ESL-only programs under the category of
State and Local Education Programs, indicate the type of
program (i.e., ESL pullout, ESL self-contained classroom, etc.)
as well as the number of LEP students enrolled in the program.

Enter the total number of LEP students who are not being served
in the specified programs. If State law mandates that all LEP
students are to be served, provide this information under this
kern.

B. Edugadonal_Condition of LEP Student*

Provide the number of LEP students who tested below the State
norm in the listed subject areas and in other areas you have
tested. If State norms are rtzt used, describe the alternate
criteria used in addressing this item.

1=132 . Self-explanatory.

Item..111 Provide the number of LEP students who did not finish an
elementary or secondary grade level in schte year 1993-1994,
if available. Do not include students who dropped out of school
during the year and returned to school later In the year. Do not
include students who transferred to other schools.

Part 11 Instructions

A. IdanifficationSdieda

Dem Al Provide the State definition for LEP, if available. If the State has
no LEP definition, please so indicate in this item.

item AZ Self-explanatory.

B. DeacciptimatimatamfarIEB_Sludanla

llem..B1 Self-explanatory.

C. changsajam Student Oat"

llama If the total number of LEP students provided in item Ale Part
I is at least 10 percent larger or stroller than the total number of
elementary and secondary LEP students enrolled in public and



SURVEY (Continued.)

STATE

non-public schools in the State during the 1992-1993 school year, explain thereasons for the difference.

PART

Note: Complete the items in this part on the basis of student enrollment data for the1993-1994 school year.

A. Student _Enrollment

Al . Total number of elementary and secondary
students enrolled in:

o Public schools

o Non-public schools

Total

42. Total number of elementary and secondary
limited English proficient (LEP) students
enrolled in:

o Public schools

o Non-public schools

Total

A3. Total number of elementary and secondary LEP students enrolled ininstructional programs specially designed to meet their educational needs.(Do not duplicate counts of students enrolled in more than one specialprogram.)

o Public schools

o Non-public schools

latal



SURVEY (Continued...)

STATE

A4. Enter the number of elementary and secondary LEP students enrolled in each
of the foilowing programs. If students are enrolled in more than one Federal,
State, or local program, zouni_them_la_each.pragram.

Estierallducation_hograma

o Title I Basic Programs

o Migrant Education

o Even Start Family Literacy

o Special Education

o Vocational Education

o Transitional Bilingual
Education Program

o Developmental Bilingual
Education Program

o Bilingual Education: Special
Alternative instructional
Program

o Bilingual Education: Family
English Literacy Program

o Bilingual Education: Special
Populations Program

o Emergency Immigrant Education
Program

Other (specify)



SURVEY (Continued...)

staie_and. jacaudunataajkagrams

o Bilingual Education Programs

o ESL-Only Programs

o Other (specify)

STATE

A5. Enter the total number of elementary and secondary LEP students who are
not enrolled in programs listed in item A4 and who could benefit from
education programs such 8$ those assisted under Title V11:

O Public schools

o Non-public schools

O MILti

(Note: The combined totals of Items A3 and A5 'should equal the total
entered in item A2.)



SURVEY (Continued...)

STATE

B. EducatanaLCsmditiarLaLLEE_Students

si . Enter the number of LEP students in each of the following categories:

Number of LEP
Stusionalaarina

Content Area BalawStamliorm Instrument Used

English Reading

Mathematics

Science

Social Studies

Other (specify)

B2. Number of LEP students in one or more grades during 1993-1994 (if
applicable).

B3. Number of LEP students who have dropped out of school during 1993-1994
(if applicable).



SURVEY (Continued...)

PART H
A. identification Criteria

STATE

Al. Provide the definition and criteria used to identify LEP students. include test
criteria, where appropriate.

A2. Indicate which of the following methods are used in your State to identify LEP
students:

Student records

Teacher observation

Teacher interview

Referral

Parent information

Student grades

Home language survey

Informal assessment

Language proficiency test (specify)

Achievement test (specify)

Criterion-referenced test (specify)

Other (specify)



SURVEY (Continued...)

STATE

B. Description of Programs...1pr LEP Students

Bl. Decribe briefly the Federal, State, and local programs listed in item A4 of Part
I that provide services to LEP students.

Erma= Description of Services



SURVEY (Continued...)

STATE

C. Chances in LEP Student Data

Cl . Provide explanations for any changes in data entered in item A2 of Part I that

reflect a variance of 10% or more from the 1992-1993 school year data
pertaining to elementary and secondary LEP student enrollment. Include in

your explanation such factors as:

a. Entry or exit migration.

b. State redefinition of LEP.

c. Other factors (spectfy).

9 'r



PRIK:.

i

Special Issues Analysis Center

A Technical Support Center for the Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Languages Affairs,

U.S. Department of Education.

Operated by:

Development Associates, Inc.
1730 North Lynn Street, Arlington, VA 22209-2023

Tel: (703) 276-0677 Fax: (703) 276-0432
and its subcontractor:

Westat, Inc.
1650 Research Blvd., Rockville, MD 20850-3129

DUCT rarlpy Ay ATI ABLE


